M 
U = 
==. 


1— < 
E — oa) 
a is 
— mh 
Gm 2 
—M: 
m < 8 


Nationalist © 


Why the ballyhoo ? 


| The lady protests too much, methinks. 
HAMLET (Act 3, Scene 2) 


As anticipated, the chief public event of 
last month turned out to be the celebration 
by all the orchestrated forces of the ‘estab- 
lishment’ of the 40th anniversary of VE Day. 
As with the anniversary of the Normandy 
landings which fell in June last year, we 
cannot recall anything of the same gigantic 
public excitement and ballyhoo attending the 
30th anniversaries of these events in 1974 and 
1975 or the 20th anniversaries a decade 
previously. What was so special about June 
1984 and May 1985? 

We hazard a guess that what was special 
was the working of the ‘establishment’ mind 
and its increasing apprehension that not all is 
well with the world that has arisen out of 
World War II and which has been fashioned 
by those who emerged victoriously from that 
conflict. In the first glow of ‘victory’ over 


Hitler the peoples of the West faced the 


future with almost boundless optimism, 
confident that with the supposedly main 
scourge of mankind having been removed 
nothing would obstruct the march of the 
human race to the “broad, sunlit uplands” of 
Churchillian rhetoric. A decade later a little 
of this euphoria had quietened, but not too 
much. Ten years further on still the voices of 


SPE 


optimism about the future of the West, and 


_ of Britain itself, yet drowned those who saw 
“things in less rosy a hue. But as time has 
7 passed since then the shadows of impending 


doom have lengthened and darkened as they 
cast their spread over our civilisation. 

No doubt sensing this unease as to the 
future, and the serious questioning to which 
it gives rise concerning those past events 
which shape that future, the powers that rule 
us perhaps felt that the time had come to 
stage a massive reaffirmation of the ‘right- 
eousness’ of the Allied cause in 1939—45. 
Perhaps at the same time they felt thatit was 
time for another diversion from the doubts 
of today to the supposed ‘glories’ of yester- 
day. And just lest anyone be entertaining 
‘dangerous’ ideas such as the idea that we 
might, after all, have been wrong in the sides 
we took in the 1939—45 conflict, thrown in 
for good measure was a generous rehash of 
‘holocaust’ propaganda, sidetracking the 
people, as it has always done,'from the real 
political issues involved in that conflict. 

The trouble with the ‘holocaust’ is that 
it is becoming subject to the law of diminish- 
ing returns. The more the violins are played, 
the more boring and ‘corny’ becomes the 
tune. “Oh, not that again!” is the reaction in 
millions of homes as the old pictures and 
commentary are trotted out for the ump- 
teenth time in just a few weeks. As one 
commentator perceptively observed, new 
generations have grown up since 1945 to 
which the ‘holocaust’ means almost nothing, 
and that is the unenviable dilemma faced by 
our masters as they grapple with the increas- 
ingly volatile problem of how to keep the 
serfs happy with the present world by 
distorting any visions they may have of an 
alternative world — the world, for instance, 


that might have existed today had Britain and - 


America in the 1940s gone about minding 
their own business and keeping their own 
houses in order and let the Germans get on 
with the job of smashing Bolshevism. 
Perhaps though all this reviving of the 
past might have the opposite effect to that 
intended. It might get even more people 
asking questions. In one old film shot 
American troops are shown linking up and 
shaking hands with Russians at Torgau in 
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1945. Then just a minute or so later we see 
Russia’s massive armoury of today, pointed 
threateningly Westwards and striking fear 
into Europe. Commentators remind us that 
Montgomery’s armies could have raced across 
Germany in 1944—45 and got to Berlin 
before the Russians, wholly altering the post- 
war map of Europe, but were prevented from 
doing so by political orders emanating from 
Churchill and inspired by Roosevelt — whose 
policy it was to give the Soviets all they asked 
for. Yet now we are told that it is only with 
the aid of the American shield that we can 
withstand an attack from Russia. This para- 
dox can only have two explanations: either 
there has been a gigantic shift in US policy 
before 1945 — in effect amounting to an 
acknowledgement that US policy before 1945 


-was catastrophically wrong — or, much more 


likely, the present division of the world as 
iť is explained to us bears no relation to what 
it is in reality. 

In any event, detectable in the recent 
anniversary celebrations was a certain note 
of insecurity, a frantic banging of the drum 
which said: “We were right — lest anyone 
should imagine. that we were not!” — a 
certain lack of self-confidence manifest in 
exaggerated postures. Clearly those who 
control our world of today do not feel fully 
in command of the situation; they sense that 
the natives are getting restless and need a 
reassuring pep talk — the pep talk given to 
troops of a morally dispirited army who are’ 
wondering if their superiors are marching 
them in the direction of defeat and catas- 
trophe and on whose faces the look of 
potential mutiny is beginning to appear. 

If the same ‘establishment’ is still in 
control in 1995 one wonders what new notes 
of frenzy it will employ to justify itself in 
the eyes of the people. 


Whose public order? 


In the pipeline as we go to press are new 
laws which the Government claims are 
intended to protect society against outbreaks 
of public disorder, and these, it appears, will 
incorporate an updating of the Public Order 
Act of 1936 and the Race Relations Acts of 
the 1960s and 1970s. 

Much comment about the pros and cons 
of this pending legislation has appeared in the 
media and come from the lips of politicians 
both for and against it, but in all this com- 
ment one important factor seems to have 
been ignored. 

This is that legislation aimed at pre- 
venting public’ disorder, if it is to be both 
just and effective, must penalise those who 
promote such disorder and not those who are 
its victims. This the Public Order Act of 
1936 has dismally failed to do. In effect it 
gave to the Home Secretary the powers to 
prevent a public demonstration, not on the 
grounds that those staging it were likely to 
act in a disorderly fashion, but on the grounds 
that those opposing it were likely to do so. 
In other words, it was the victims of disorder 
rather than the perpetrators of disorder who 
were most liable to be penalised under the 
Act. And so it has proved in practice, 
organisations of the so-called ‘far right’ of 


© politics, whatever is to be thought of their 


opinions, have, in Britain at least, a fairly 
consistent record of observing the law and 


behaving peacefully; organisations of the far 
left, on the other hand, have had an equally 
consistent record of employing violence 
against those of whose politics they dis- 
approve. Yet it is the ‘far right’, much more 
than the far left, that has suffered bans on 
its meetings and demonstrations. Meetings 
and demonstrations by extreme left-wing 
bodies are usually, though not always, left 
alone by ‘right-wingers’ and are thus able to 
proceed peacefully, therefore not necessitat- 
ing that the provisions of the Public Order 
Act are invoked to prevent them taking place. 
In other words, the left’s rights of free 
speech and freedom of assembly are in 
general safeguarded due to the restraint of 
its opponents, while those of the right are 


constantly endangered due to the militancy 


of its opponents. 

The injustice of this state of affairs is 
obvious. But in addition to that injustice 
there is the fact that the Public Order Act, 
introduced supposedly to preserve the peace 
and maintain the rights of the law-abiding, 
does precisely the opposite by encouraging 
people to behave violently and break the law 
on the grounds that by doing so they will put 
an end to the meetings and demonstrations 
of their opponents while their own meetings 
and demonstrations remain unaffected. 

It is quite certain that this truth does not 
go unrecognised by the authorities in Britain 
who have maintained and enforced the Public 
Order Act as it is and who are now planning 
‘improvements’ to that Act which show no 
signs of eliminating this gross anomaly. This 
simply reveals the hypocrisy of their position, 
which, while purporting to be dedicated to 
preserving public order and protecting the 
rights of the law-abiding, is in reality a 
position the chief priority of which is to 
silence the voice of the ‘radical right’. 

One fallacy that has always underlain 
the Public Order Act is the fallacy that 
breaches of the peace occur ‘spontaneously’ 
in reaction to ‘provocative’ speeches or 
demonstrations, and that therefore it is right 
to apply curbs on such speeches or demon- 
strations where they might run the risk of 
‘provoking’ such breaches of the peace. Hence 
the existence of one offence under the Act 
described as “words or behaviour whereby a 
breach of the peace might be occasioned.” 

In reality, there is almost no serious 
breach of the peace in modern political 
life that is not planned in advance and, as 
such, certain to take place quite regardless of 
what words or behaviour on the occasion are 
cited as ‘provocative’. To certain groups of 
people in Britain, the mere existence of 
others holding and preaching doctrines 
fundamentally opposite to their own is itself 
a ‘provocation’ and suffices to justify any 
means, however violent and unlawful, where- 
by those doctrines might be suppressed. 
Therefore the notion that some specially 
inflammatory phrase or gesture used at a 
meeting or demonstration is the cause of 
some subsequent outbreak of disorder on 
the part of opponents is the purest nonsense. 
Indeed the only kind of disorderly act on 
such an occasion that is likely to be truly 
spontaneous is the isolated individual one, 
which could never in itself seriously threaten 
the orderly conduct of the proceedings. 
Disorderly acts must, to qualify as riots and 
to threaten seriously the maintenance of the 
peace, 


be committed by relatively large 


numbers of people acting in groups, and such 


instances are never ‘spontaneous’ but always 


plannedď and premeditated. 


It is therefore quite ludicrous to imagine 
that the interests of public order will in any 
way be served by penalising speakers or 
demonstrators in public places for words or 
gestures ‘provocative’ to their opponents, as 
if but for those words or gestures those 
opponents would on such occasions behave 
like good little lambs. Britain’s best legal 
brains and legislators, both in 1936 and 
today, have surely known this elementary 
truth, and yet they persist with legal formulae 
which totally disregard it, Why? 

In just the same way it is idiotic, not to 
say downright dishonest, to pretend that a 
tightening of the laws concerning words 
likely to give offence to certain ethnic groups 
will have the slightest relevance to matters of 
public order. Serious breaches of public order 
are, as we have indicated, committed by 
people who have been organised in advance 
for that purpose and come to the scene 
resolved to take the law into their own hands 
quite regardless of whether anything special 
is said or done to inflame them, and this 
applies to members of ethnic minority groups 
just as it applies to anyone else. The merits 
or demerits of ‘Race Relations’ laws are an 
entirely separate issue on their own, and our 
views on that issue have been well aired. 
What we must say here is that they have no 
bearing whatever on the maintenance of the 
Queen’s peace in public places and should 
not be treated as if they do. The suspicion is 
fed that the public order issue, which is 
rightly an issue of national concern, is just 


being used as a smokescreen for the smuggling 


through of further gags on free speech 
concerning race with which, in truth, it has 
no remote connection. 

It is for all these reasons that we have 
no confidence that the new laws now in the 
pipeline are going to do much to make Britain 
a more peaceful place. 


Tory poodle 


There was a time when the Tory Monday 
Club was looked upon by some patriots in 
Britain as a likely vehicle for the furtherance 
of policies for national resurgence. This was 


-in the early to middle 1970s, when the Club 


did attract some genuinely patriotic spirits 
and showed some signs of vitality in the way 
of radical ideas. Then it was constantly in 
the news, largely by provoking the fury and 
hate of leftists, liberals and ‘progressives’ 
every where. 

Even then, however, Spearhead had little 


‘faith that the Monday Club would lead to 


anything; it was too impregnated with the 
spirit of compromise and ‘respectability’ to 
make it likely that it would become an 
instrument of serious rebellion, while it was 
too closely tied to the Tory Party for any 
such rebellious streak as it retained to be 
long tolerated by the party’s Central Office. 
We discouraged patriots as far as we could 
from wasting their time with the Club and 
we urged them instead to concentrate their 
support on the newly emerging Nationalist 
movement that was totally independent of 
the old parties of national betrayal. 

How right we were! For in time the 
Tory hierarchy cracked its whip and the 
Monday Club came to heel like a tame poodle, 
which it has since remained. The latest of its 
pronouncements is an example of this. In a 
report about the position of ethnic minorities 
in Britain’s schools, it says that educational 
facilities should not be wasted in teaching 


those minority groups their own languages — 


so far so good — but then goes on to say that 
“Racial harmony will be achieved by creating 
a common sense of belonging to Britain by 
the teaching of British culture.” 

To which latter proposition we can only 
apply the description of pathetic. There was 
once a time when the Monday Club, whatever 
its weaknesses and limitations, was prepared 
to issue some challenge, albeit a muted one, 
to the madness of multi-racialism. But not 
anymore. It is now, lock, stock and barrel, 
part of the liberal establishment. Old 
Clubbers, don’t say we didn’t warn you! 


Degenerate Britain 


Pictured below are the Deputy Mayor 
and ‘Mayoress’ of Islington, Bob Crossman 
and his boyfriend Martin McCloghry. No, it 
is not a joke. The picture was taken at the 
robing in ceremony to mark the beginning 
of their term. 


DEPUTY MAYOR AND ‘MA YORESS’ 
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PROTECT OR DIE! 


Recent developments in the economic field underline more than ever 
the need for a Nationalist policy, says JOHN TYNDALL 


PLAY FAIR — OR ELSE! was Mrs. Thatcher's message to the 
Japanese in a recent broadside aimed at persuading that nation to 
open its doors to the exports of other manufacturing countries, 
particularly Britain. Japan's international trade in manufactured 


goods has for a long time been almost a one-way business, with the 


Japs unloading vast quantities of their products onto the markets of 
the world but never accepting more than a token consignment of 
foreign products in return. Not surprisingly, this has caused much 
irateness among the nations whose domestic trade has been stolen 
on a massive scale by Japanese imports. 

But of course by asking Japanese to ‘play fair’ our Prime 
Minister, whether she knew it or not, was using words to them for 
which neither their language nor their mentality offer any trans- 
lation. Playing fair’ is a concept totally outside the comprehension 
of that race, and to say this is in no way to denigrate the Japanese; 
they have come far as a nation largely as a result of the incapacity 
of their racial psyche to embrace that uniquely Anglo-Saxon tendency 
to bend over backwards to see the other side’s point of view. If 
Japanese appear to do this by nodding their heads and making 
symbolic gestures, such as that of their Premier when he urged his 
countrymen to buy more foreign goods, we would be fools to 
imagine that we have at last converted them to our way of thinking; 
all that we are witnessing is a tactical ploy to disarm us for a little 
while longer while Nippon continues its onward march of economic 
imperialism and we sit and wait and hope. 

Far better that we should ourselves learn the key to Japan’s 
spectacular economic success, and apply the lessons in a new 
economic policy of our own built on similar foundations of 
unashamed nationalism and the single minded pursuit of self-interest. 

For the enormous growth of the Japanese economy during the 
last two decades has been founded on a protectionist policy — not, it 
must be pointed out, an open and honest one but one of Oriental 


deviousness in which what amounts to economic nationalism in © 


practice operates behind the official facade of an open market. 
Foreign exporters are constantly told that there is nothing to stop 
them selling their goods in Japan but when they attempt to do so on 
any significant scale they find themselves up against a labyrinth of 
bureaucratic regulations and restrictions which hamper their efforts 
at every turn — plus of course a healthy nationalism on the part of 
the Japanese consumer himself, expressed in a firm preference for 
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buying the products of his own countrymen. 

There are two reasons why Japan’s policy has become unpopular 
with Britain’s Tory Government. One is the obvious fact that it has 
delivered great numbers of British workers out of their jobs by 
pinching their markets in Britain while not offering to them com- 
mensurate markets for their products in Japan. Inevitably our 
mounting unemployment figures are affecting the rating of the 
Tories at the polls, and Mrs. Thatcher obviously feels that she mst 
at least be seen to be trying to do something to bring this unemploy- 
ment down. 

But there is another, deeper, reason. Japan’s outstanding success 
as the most dynamic and competitive industrial power in the world 
completely demolishes the very economic theories and principles 
that form the basis of contemporary Toryism and the policies of the 
present Government. In the ‘free market’ ideas that stand at the 
centre of Tory thinking, industries are supposed to stagnate when 
operating behind barriers which shut out foreign competition, while 
they are supposed to be galvanised to: peak performance when that 
competition is brought right to their own doorstep. The rule that the 
weakest should go to the wall in an open international market is 
conceived as providing the stimulus under which one British industry 
after another will modernise, rationalise and improve its methods of 
production and sales with the net result of a great industrial resur- 
gence in this country. Yet this has not happened. ° l 

Japanese industry, on the other hand, has had the very resurgence 
that Tories say they seek for industry in Britain — but by resort to 
the very opposite methods presecribed by Tories for Britain. A 
gigantic hole has been made in the edifice of Tory economic dogma, 
and Mrs. Thatcher, the arch-priestess of that dogma, doesn’t like it. 


THE ‘FREE MARKET’ RATIONALE 


While all the facts of the modern world puncture the doctrine of 
economic liberalism upheld by the present Government, it still 
remains true that that doctrine maintains a powerful hold on Tories 
everywhere, and indeed not only on Tories but practically all theorists 
of the SDP/Liberal Alliance and at least a large portion of the Labour 
Party as well. It is well that we should examine that hold by investi- 
gating some of the underlying principles and beliefs giving rise to it. 

I believe that an important key to this riddle lies in the confusion 
that exists between the dynamics of free enterprise as applied to the 
domestic economy and to the international one. To study this further 
let us look at an imaginary case of competition at work on the home 
front, and then consider how far the rules governing it are applicable 
at the level of trade between nations. 

Smith is a builder, carpenter and decorator supplying services to 
the people of a small town of about 7,000. He took over the business 
on the retirement of his father, by whose skill, hard work and enter- 
prise it was built up — to the point at which it enjoyed a near 
monopoly of trade in the neighbourhood. 

Smith Senior owed his success to a number of factors beside his 
own qualities as a craftsman and businessman. As he became bigger 
than his rivals he was able to operate at cheaper unit costs. He had 
the resources to buy the most up-to-date equipment of his day, 
while they didn’t. His credit was sound at the bank and with his 
substantial assets providing security he could more easily get loans. 
As he bought materials in larger quantities than his rivals, he could 
get them at lower prices. Last but not least, he thrived on a fund of 
goodwill acquired by consistently good workmanship over the years. 

Smith Junior, on the other hand, tends to: rest on his father’s 
laurels. He fails to match the latter’s standards. He doesn’t work as 
hard. He takes customers for granted. Instead of investing profits in 
new and better equipment as it comes on the market, he spends 
them on longer and more expensive holidays and extra furnishings 
for his home. He does not handle his employees well and does not 
therefore get the same performance out of them as his father did. In 
time this leads to trouble among the work force and to strikes. 

This provides the opportunity for the firm’s competitors to step 


Contd. on next page 


in and take some of its business. One of them is Jones, a go-ahead 
young man who is industrious, ambitious, skilled and clever. As 
Smith’s business contracts, his expands. The people of the town are 
pleased, for he provides the same excellent services as Smith Senior 
once did but Smith Junior does not. Gradually Jones becomes the 
leading firm of its kind in the area. 

Here we see the principles of the free enterprise system operating 
to general advantage — everyone’s advantage, that is, except Smith’s, 
and for that he has only himself to blame. Even his employees do 
not suffer unduly, for as quickly as he has to lay them off because of 
declining business they can find alternative employment with Jones, 
whose business is expanding and who therefore needs to take on 
more labour. And all this is possible without their having to move 
home or travel further to work. 

Without competitors near to hand like Jones, Smith Junior would 
enjoy a monopoly and therefore could continue to give deteriorating 
service without his business suffering. But because of the factor of 
competition the creation of a vacuum in one quarter results in the 
filling of that vacuum in another quarter. Building, carpentry and 
decorating workers in the neighbourhood are not affected; they 
simply transfer their labour from one employer to another. 

The working of these dynamics has two alternative consequences: 
one is that Smith eventually goes out of business and Jones takes 
over all.or most of his trade; in that case the local community still 
has the same good services and. the local workers in the trade still 
have jobs. The only difference is that the man providing these things 
is no longer Smith but Jones. | 
| The other alternative is that Smith pulls himself together and 

decides determinedly to fight back. He sets out to work an extra 
hour each day. He foregoes luxuries and invests more in modernising 
his plant, perhaps selling his house and moving into a smaller house 
in the process. He changes his approach to his employees and takes 
more care to handle them better, thus cutting down on labour 
trouble. Bit by bit, he recaptures the trade he has lost. As Jones now 
loses business he has to cut down on his workforce and some workers 
come back to work again for Smith. a. 

By this process of competition, as anyone can see, the whole 
community benefits because by and large high standards of services 
are maintained, while at the same time the level of employment is 
maintained. Those who suffer are only the ones who deserve to 
suffer, by allowing their standards of work to fall. | 

Mrs. Thatcher loves to depict herself as the champion of the 
Jones’s of this world — or the reborn Smiths, if the story turn out 
the other way: the hard working, enterprising, skilled traders who 
get off their backsides and go out and win business by their own 
efforts. Because the rules of free enterprise and competition that 
govern the rise or fall of the Smiths and Jones’s prove to be sound 
and excellent rules for the conduct of economic life in a small town 
of 7,000 people, it is imagined that those same rules can be made 
applicable to competition between the industries of nations on the 
wider scene of the world’s economy. 


THE MASS UNEMPLOYMENT FACTOR 


But in fact they cannot, because the conditions are very different. 

The biggest difference of all lies in the effect on the work force 
of those national industries that lose out in world competition as 
Smith and Jones at various times lost out in competition with each 
other. When thousands upon thousands of workers in Britain’s 
motor industry, for instance, become redundant because people are 
buying Japanese, French, German or Swedish cars instead of British 
cars, those many thousands cannot just up and go to work in motor 
factories in Japan, France, Germany or Sweden as Smith’s workers 
could go and work for Jones. Not only do the owners of the British 
motor industry suffer by their own bad management but so also do 


many thousands of others, not necessarily due to any fault of their 


own. Whole communities are put out of work with little prospect of 
finding alternative work, and these will include large numbers of 
people with all the hard-working and get-up-and-go qualities which 
Mrs. Thatcher so constantly praises. They are put out of work by 
factors wholly outside their control and they are prevented from 
finding alternative work likewise by factors wholly outside their 
control. 

And this is not all. When Jones takes business away from Smith 
by superior performance of services to our imaginary small town, 
because there is no change in the level of employment among the 
people of that town there is no need for there to be any reduction of 


purchasing power. in the town — so that the other local businesses, 
which depend partially for their survival on the money spent on 
their products or services by employees in the building, carpentry 


‘and decorating trade, are unaffected. Among the people in that trade 


purchasing power remains what it was before; they merely draw it 


“from a different source. So the local economy carries on as usual. 


But in an area where a huge portion of the local population 
earns its living producing for a market that is then taken away by 
foreigners, leaving it with no alternative means of livelihood, the © 
whole purchasing power of the local community is drastically affected 
— to the point where some communities just die. 

Of course this is a simplification of the picture, as examples. 
used for rhetorical purposes must inevitably sometimes resort to 
simplification, if only in the interests of brevity. I am the first to 
acknowledge that there are other factors which can cause loss of 
jobs. One of these can be a general all-round decline in the demand 
for a particular product, such as the demand for ships in a world in 
which most passenger transport is now by air. Another is advancing 
mechanisation which in some industries inevitably reduces the 
demand for human labour, even though business may be maintaining 
itself, indeed expanding. 

But here again our ability to cope with this kind of upheaval is 
vastly different in an economy protected from foreign intrusion 
from what. it is in an economy like that of Britain today, wide open 
as the latter is to foreign intrusion. 


NEW OPPORTUNITIES 


In a protected national economy constant new opportunities 
for employment are arising as new products constantly enter the 
field. Today it is almost taken as an article of faith that if a new 
manufactured. product emerges which people want we will import it. 
As the demand for ships, which I have mentioned as an example, has 
decreased, so has the demand for many other manufactured products 
increased. When we travelled a lot in ships how much did we use 
photocopiers, offset printing presses, transistor radios, pocket 
calculators, computers of all kinds, home movie cameras, electric 
typewriters, addressing machines or electrically operated coffee 
percolators? The demise of old technology is always accompanied by 
the rise of new technology, and as a nation, year by year, finds it 
needs less workers in the former it can plan to absorb more workers: 
in the latter. The same is true of any productive process in which 
men are replaced by machines — these developments do not suddenly 
land themselves upon us; we can see them coming; and the speed at 
which they occur is no greater than the speed with which we ought 
to be able to readjust our resources of production to cope with them 
by setting up the industries to provide these new products and 
expanding the facilities for training people to make those products. 

All this is possible ina national system under which it is assumed 
that we will obtain the new products coming in to replace the old 
from factories in Britain, but havoc is caused in an international 
system where the new products are imported until someone in Britain 
comes along who can produce them better and more cheaply than 
‘our overseas competitors. People are constantly being laid off in old 
industries and we are not able to absorb them in new industries. 

Theoretically of course the enterprising British producer will 
come along and supply the new product in demand in response to 
the stimulus of this competition, and that is how the Tory economist 
sees it. The trouble is that this Tory economist fails to recognise that 
in such a situation there are many factors other than pure enterprise 
which operate against British producers doing this. 

One such factor is the relative cheapness of labour in many a 
country with which we have to compete. It is true that the picture 
of the coolie worker wearing a loin cloth and living daily on a bowl 
of rice is somewhat out of date as far as the operatives of high-tech 
industries in Asia are concerned, but it is still a fact that many of- 
those industries are able to get along on considerably lower operating 
costs than we can possibly achieve here in Britain. Labour costs are 
just one of these. Rates or property taxes are another. The availability 
of special government subsidies are yet a further factor keeping costs 
down. When Smith and Jones compete to supply building, carpentry 
and decorating services for our small British town they are competing 
under a broadly similar set of rules governing these things and it may 
therefore reasonably truly be said that who wins wins on merit. In 
the international competition of which we are now speaking there is 
no conceivable basis for the establishment of a common set of rules, 
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PROTECT OR DIE! 


(Contd. from prev. page) 


for each country makes its own rules to suit itself — each country, 


that is, except those who dwell in the cloud cuckooland in which 


principles of ‘fair play’ govern all. 

And this is not all. In a British economy tied, as ours is, to the 
world economy the enterprising British producer entering a new 
field that hitherto has been the preserve of foreigners is most 
probably a midget competing with giants. Aside from the other 
considerations that have been mentioned, the sheer economies of 
scale that these giant concerns are able to achieve in their processes 
of production — part of which of course is the highly advanced 
automation existing in their factories — place such a new British 
producer at a crippling disadvantage which all the enterprise, skill 
and hard work in the world cannot overcome. What such a producer 
needs is the backing of British Government which will provide him 
with the expanding market that he will require to realise his potential, 
as well as other backing that will expand his facilities of production 
to cope with this expanding demand. One is just no good without 
the other, and as far as the expanding market is concerned this can 
only with assurance be supplied within Britain itself. We cannot 
safeguard foreign markets for British industry but we can safeguard 
British markets for British industry. 

"But of course to do this involves resort to that ultimate heresy 
of Tory and liberal economists alike: protection. 


NEED FOR ASSURED MARKETS 


Here again we see a vital difference between local industries 
operating at the level of Smith and Jones and the kind of industries 
which sell their products and services to a national and international 
market. Most of the latter operate at levels that involve a huge 
capital intensiveness: they simply cannot get on their feet except by 
means of investment running into many millions. Without assured 
markets in which they can sell their products, thereby securing a 
reasonable return on investment within a reasonable time, they fail 
to provide an attractive field for the investor. The private investor 
will shun them as a risky proposition, while if the investment comes 
from government that will involve an equal risk of money thrown 


_down the drain, the bill for which will of course be picked up by the 


taxpayer. 

So we see that a vital requirement of all really large economic 
enterprises is that they have access to an assured home market in the 
process of their initial development, if not for all time afterwards. 
This was the truth understood by the early post-war architects of 
Japanese industry, who nurtured the development of one after 
another part of that industry behind what were in effect protective 
walls which shut out foreign competition and thus provided sure 
ground on which that industry could grow. Later of course, when 
by this process Japanese industry had become the most competitive 
in the world, it was placed in the happy position in which it could 
most probably hold its own in the Japanese home market by that 
competitiveness alone — which may well be the case today. Most 
certainly ; however, it would never have received that first push that 
enabled it to develop to the present position other than with the aid 
of protective walls behind which it could pursue a planned expansion 
in response to a planned demand. 


WILL HELP BRITISH EXPORTS 


Those of us who advocate a protective policy for British industry 
in order to secure for it an assured home market here in Britain do 
not for one moment suggest that Britain should, or can, withdraw 
from world trade. What we maintain is that Britain can become a 
much more effective world trader by having a near monopoly of the 
British market for manufactured products. By this method we can 
make possible a vast expansion of production and thus achieve 
greater economies of scale. By fat profits made in the home market 
British industries could afford to reduce their profit margins in inter- 
national markets in order to compete more effectively in price. By 
home market consumption of a vastly expanded output we could 
put our 3% million unemployed back to work, enormously increasing 
the national aggregate purchasing power and removing a huge burden 


from the back of the state, thus releasing state resources that could 


further help to develop the economy. At the same time with a zero 
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or near zero level of unemployment we would have a much better 
basis on which to improve the condition of industrial relations in 
this country. 


THE RETALIATION ARGUMENT 


At this point let me counter a familiar argument that is thrown 
up by economists of the internationalist school: this is that protection 
as practised by Britain would invite massive retaliation by her trading 
partners, thus losing us in world markets whatever gains we might 
make in the home market. This is easily disprovable by an examination 
of current trading figures. 

When we speak of protection against manufactured imports, the 
countries obviously to be mostly affected would be those advanced 
countries with a fairly highly developed manufacturing capacity, i.e. 
the countries of Western Europe, North America and others around 


the world that might be considered in the ‘developed’ category, 


including of course those of Eastern Europe as well as Japan. The 
figures of trade between these countries and Britain make interesting 
reading, and I give them here using the most up to date figures avail- 
able, which are for the first two months of 1985:— 


Imports from the EEC £4 570,708,000 
Imports from rest of Western Europe £1 382,044,000 
Imports from North America £1,827,315,000 
Imports from other developed countries £ 784,211,000 


£8 564,278 000 
£3 164,127,000 


Total imports from developed countries 


Exports to the EEC 
Exports to rest of Western Europe L 922932000 
Exports to North America £1 429 436,000 
Exports to other developed countries „£ 543 335 000 


pR RAD u ako bok 
£6,059 430,000 


From these figuresit will be seen that in just two months Britain 
imported £2% billion more from than it exported to those very 
countries. most likely to retaliate against protectionist policies intro- 
duced by us. Projected onto a yearly figure this would come to over 
£15 billion in the way of an adverse trade between Britain and these 
countries. This means that, even if retaliation was at the level of 100 
per-cent, British business would gain £15 billion more than it would 
Jose every year. | 

But of course there would not be anything approaching 100 per- 
cent retaliation any more than there has been, or is likely to be, any 
such retaliatory measures against Japan. As long as Japan is exporting 
goods of high value and competitive prices there will be nations 
around the world wanting to buy them and they will include developed 
nations with large domestic manufacturing industries of their own. 
The same is true of Britain. 

The figures that I have given above for North America apply of 
course mainly to the United States. Canada could indeed be made an 
exception to our protectionist policy, as could Australia and New 
Zealand also, as part ofa mutual agreement for White Commonwealth 
trade and without British industry suffering. Indeed our commitment 
to give preference to these countries in our buying of their minerals 
and food products would give us a very powerful leverage with 
which to negotiate similar preferences for our manufactures. This 


Total exports to developed countries 


would immediately ensure us a lucrative and expanding export 


market, along with the many others we could obtain in countries 
which need to import most of their requirements in manufactured 
products and which do not themselves have any export trade in 
manufactures which would be hit by the protectionist measures in 
Britain that I am advocating. 

One final point must be made in support of protection and that 
is that it is not proposed here as a panacea for all ills in British 
industry. Much else has to be done to revive our country’s ailing 
industrial structure, for instance in the way of modernised industrial 
relations, greater incentive to work — with better rewards particularly 
to successful management, financial reforms that release the necessary 
money for industrial expansion and, not least, education to provide 
a greater flow of first class managers and technicians for all sectors 
of industry. | 

Protection is being put forward here asa first start, a precondition 
for the success of other policies and not a substitute for them. If we 
adopt it, the result will not necessarily be certain success. But if we 
fail to do so, the result assuredly will be certain death. 

And, contrary to the Thatcher philosophy, I do not believe that 
the remedy for inefficient industries is to kill them off. 


NEGRO INTELLIGENCE: THE 
AMERICAN EXPERIENCE 


Part 2 


NOEL A. HUNT discusses an extensive study that the Swann 
Committee conveniently ignored 


‘Naturam expellas furca, tamen usque 
recurret. ” | 
“You may drive out Nature with a fork, 
but she will ever return again." (Horace: 
Ep.Bk.1.10.24) 


IN BRITAIN very little publicity has been 
given to the literature on the testing and 
comparison of various racial groups. This is 
probably because of the almost frantic 
insistence by the major political parties that 
all races are equal. If this belief is in fact 
correct then there is of course no point in 
such tests. If however the official dogma 
holding that races are virtually interchange- 
able is wrong, then such tests become 
important. 

„ In America, although the egalitarian 
theory is equally strongly believed there, 
many more tests seem to have been made 
and the results made publicly available. 

The best known American survey is 
probably Dr. Audrey Shuey’s massive and 
scholarly work published as The Testing of 
Negro Intelligence. In the same vein is the 
Coleman Report, published in 1966. This 
report summarises the results of question- 
naires administered by about 20,000 
American school teachers. It is of great 
interest because it includes other ethnic 
groups as well as the Negro. It is probably 
the most comprehensive survey of the 
comparative mental-test scores, motivational 
attitudes and intellectual abilities of different 
racial groups ever attempted. In a country 
such as ours, which officially holds that it is 
delighted to bea “multi-racial, multi-cultural, 
multi-ethnic society,” the results of the 


Coleman Report tests are particularly relevant. 
Since itsappearance in 1966 the Coleman 
Report has been largely ignored by the 
American Establishment, presumably because 
the conclusions of the Report run contrary 
to the officially-held egalitarian viewpoint. 
The findings of the Coleman Report, in 


. BLACK CHILD 
Looks very innocent but when she grows up 
how will she compete in a white society? 


conjunction with data from the 1960 Popu- 
lation Census, give a panorama of comparative 
Intelligence Quotients, educational status 
and economic performance by American 
ethnic minority groups which strongly 
suggests that the egalitarian equation between 
economic deprivation and _ mental-test 
performances is without validity. If this can 
be held to be true of America it would seem 
equally true of Britain, which now has an 
almost equally mixed racial population. 


The table below is extracted from the 


Coleman Report:— 


The Negro population group is thought 
to have on the average about 25 per-cent 
white genes, according to Curt Stern, inter- 
viewed in U.S. News & World Report, 19th . 
September 1958, pp. 81-83. 

The American Government has carried 
out enquiries not only among school children 
but also among minority group adults as 
well. The results are published in a report by 
the United States Labor Department. 

Like the Coleman and Shuey Reports, 


the Labor Department report received little 


NATION-WIDE MEDIAN MENTAL-TEST SCORES FOR FIRST-GRADE 
AND TWELFTH-GRADE PUPILS 


TEST Puerto- Indian 
Rican 

First Grade 

Non-Verbal 45.8 53.0 

Verbal 449 47 8 

Twelfth Grade 

Non-Verbal 43.3 47.1 

Verbal 43.1 43.7 

Reading 42.6 44.3 

Mathematics 43.7 45.9 

General Information 41.7 44.7 

Average of five tests 43.1 45.1 


The Report points out that Puerto 
Ricans, American-Indians, Mexican-Ameri- 
cans and Oriental-Americans all suffer, to 
varying degrees, from a language handicap in 
that English is not their native tongue. This 
handicap applies particularly to scores in the 
verbal sections of the tests. Bilingualism may 
also affect non-verbal test scores either 
because the subjects are taught in a strange 
tongue or because mental effort must be 
devoted to a mastery of English which 
could otherwise be spent on other subjects. 
The white and Negro groups, by contrast, 


„are preponderantly monolingual and so do 


not. suffer from this handicap. All factors 
considered, the comparative scores on the 
non-verbal sections of the tests seem to 


provide a better indication of comparative 


ability than total test scores. 
Eguating white performances to 100 
yields the results shown below:— 


Mexican Oriental Negro White 
50.1 56.6 43.4 54.1 
46.5 51.6 45.4 53.2 
45.0 51.6 40.9 52.0 
43.8 49.6 40.9 ae 
44.2 48.8 422 21.9 
45.5 súlož 41.8 51.8 
433 49.0 40.6 52.2 
44 4 50.1 41.1 s AA 


publicity. This was no doubt because its 
conclusions run contrary to the established 
egalitarian viewpoint. This is no doubt what 
prevents similar studies being made in Britain. 

The Labor Department report suggests 
that it is possible that perhaps too much 
effort is being directed towards the treatment 
of symptoms rather than the disease itself. 
Much the same criticism could of course be 
levelled against much that is done in Britain. 


“MASSIVE DETERIORATION” 


The study concludes that “the single 
most important social fact of the United 
States today” is “the massive deterioration 
of the fabric of society and its institutions 
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NON-VERBAL MENTAL-TEST SCORES BY ETHNIC GROUPS 


(Indexes with white scores as 100) 


` Puerto- Indian 
Rican l 

First-grade non- 

verbal test score 84.7 98.0 
12th-grade non- 

verbal test score 83.3 90.6 
12th-grade as 

oage of Ist-grade 98.4 92.4 
First-grade: non- 

verbal divided by 

verbal test score 
(x 100) 102.2 110.9 


Mexican Negro Oriental 
92% 80.2 104.6 
86.5 78.7 TTE 
93.4 98.1 94.8 

107.7 95 6 109.7 
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NEGRO INTELLIGENCE: THE © 
AMERICAN EXPERIENCE | 


(Contd. from prev. page) 


in the Negro-American world.” Looking 
round their own Toxteths, Brixtons and 
Bradfords, many Britons would be inclined 
to agree. Furthermore, continues the report, 
this observation is reinforced by facts and 
figures not only from the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, but also from the Census Bureau, 
the Department of Health, Education and 
Welfare, and the Federal Bureau of Investi- 
gation. From these sources comes this 
unvarnished truth, unpleasant and unwelcome 
as it may be:— 

“Today in the United States the Negro 
community as a whole contributes this:— 

1. A skyrocketing illegitimacy rate with 
its concomitant deterioration of the family 
structure. 

2.An increasing birth rate that grows 
higher the further down the economic scale 
you go. 

3. Heavy dependence on relief. 

4.A share of the nation’s crime that is 
out of all proportion to the Negro’s overall 
population ratio. | 

5.Unemployment rate and low income 
level also disproportionately large. 

6. Achievement records in schools that 
fall far below the national average, and mass 
failures in mental.tests for military service.” 

No amount of subsistence-level economic 
relief, no artificially contrived “employ ment’, 
no “right to vote”, no bussing of school 
children from one part of the city to another, 
no phony legislation purporting to guarantee 
social equality will alter these cold, hard 
figures. 


WEAK IN ACHIEVEMENT 


As the Labor Department study points 
out, “Individually, Negro Americans reach 
the highest peaks of achievement. But collec- 
tively, in the spectrum of American ethnic 
and religious and regional groups . . . Negroes 
are among the weakest. The harsh fact is 
that a group, at the present time, in terms of 
ability to win out in the competition of 


American life, they are not equal to most of 
those groups with which they will be 
competing.” 

The figures and quotations above refer 
mainly to differences in the average intelli- 
gence of various racial groups. There is in 
addition to this a massive literature which 
seems to show that races differ on the average 
not only in pigmentation and intelligence, 
but in such matters as the cell structure of 
the brain, the prevalence and type of mental 
disease, the way in which the world is 
perceived and so on. One has only to read 
the publications of, for example, Carothers, 
Baker, Geber, Gallais, Vint and Mundy Castle 


to be convinced that there are fundamental 


differences between the brain structures of 
the races. This is not to say that any one 
race is “better” or “worse” than another, or 
that it is “superior” or “inferior” to any 
other. What it does mean is that races almost 
certainly differ in these vital areas. 

If these differences exist, then how 
much sense does it make to insist that one 
school curriculum shall serve all children? 
Does this not ensure that all ethnic groups 
will suffer from such enforced uniformity? 
In fairness to all, should we not investigate 
these racial differences in our society and, if 
they are found to exist, do what is necessary 
to ensure that school curricula take account 
of the differences? There is nothing difficult 
about finding suitable curricula: schools in 
Africa did it for years until political theory 
suddenly decreed that everyone was the same. 

By the same token, how. sensible and 
how fair is it to insist that a legal code 
designed to meet the needs of a homogeneous 
Anglo-Saxon people should be applied to 
each and every differing ethnic group in our 
midst? Have we not in fact, admittedly with 
the best intentions in the world, ensured 
that every time a member of another ethnic 
group comes into contact with our legal 
system he is going to be left seething with 
dissatisfaction? And reasonably enough too: 
the system isnot designed for him but for us. 

We can of course distort our own culture 
to take account of his — in itself a tacit 
admission of racial difference. If this is done 
there will be justified protests from the 
native British, and rightly so. 

The evidence of racial differences, and 
ineradicable differences at that, suggests that 


the British taxpayer is spending enormous 
sums annually on education, without attain- 
ing the desired object of racial equality. If 
the evidence of the Shuey, Coleman and 
Labor Department Reports means anything 
at all, it means that the desired end will 


never be achieved no matter how much 


money is spent or time devoted to the effort. 

If by spending enormous amounts of 
money while steadily refusing to face facts 
one could make say a Jamaican mentally and 
morally indistinguishable from a Gujurati, 
and both identical with the average English- 
man, then one could perhaps argue that the 
time and trouble were worth it. But the 
weight of evidence is that it cannot be done. 
We cannot even, no matter how long they 
spend in comprehensive schools, make a 
Jamaican love a Pakistani, or a Sikh like 
either. For that matter, as daily becomes 
plainer, we cannot make any of the disparate 
racial groups in Britain like the indigenous 
whites. 


FRUITS OF MULTI-RACIALISM 


For years and years our official recipe 
for universal happiness has been a frantic 
insistence that all races are equal and alike, 
coupled with a stubborn refusal to listen to 
anyone who ventured to hint that perhaps 
this was not altogether true. The results of 
this policy are to be seen all round in racial 
discord, poor academic achievement, and a 
massive decline in the quality of our national 
life and standards. 

We know already that no politician is 
going to be moved by the injustice being 
done to white children. But surely, if they 
all love the aliens in our midst as much as 
they claim to do, then, in kindness to them, 
we should set about ordering matters in 
Britain in such a way as to accept and take 
account of racial differences. Only a small, 
sick section of the West holds the extra- 
ordinary view that all races are identical. The 
rest of the world knows better. It frankly 
accepts that races do differ. . 

Why cannot we now admit that we have 
been wrong? Why cannot we deal with 
people as they are and not as a political 
theory says they are? Justice and compassion 
apart, it would save us millions every year. 


KOSHER QUEEN OF BRITAIN 


COLIN JORDAN looks at the Jewish forces behind the rise of 


Margaret Thatcher 


IT SAYS very much indeed for the powers 
of persuasion and their perverse purposes 
which prevail in our present ‘democratic’ 
society that the comparatively common- 
place, shrill and shrewish political careerist 
who has been elevated to the post of Prime 
Minister of the United Kingdom should have 
gained acceptance so widely at home and 
abroad as a great patriotic figure of strength, 
when in reality she is but a petty and pliant 
tool of alien forces and interests. 

While posing as a pillar of ‘Britishness’, 
she manifests in practice such disregard for 
ethnic loyalty as to cause the following, 
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illuminating comment in the pro-Conservative 
journal, The Spectator, by its diarist, Allan 
Watkins, recently: ‘Jews not only are 
welcome in the modern Conservative Party 
but seem actively to be preferred by Mrs. 
Margaret Thatcher . . . This disposition of 
Mrs. Thatcher to like and advance Jews is 
often commented on in political conver- 
sation. But it is regarded as somehow taste- 
less to mention it publicly.” One might here 
interject that ‘‘tasteless’’ seems a somewhat 
shy description for a disclosure which for an 
orthodox politician would be distinctly 
dangerous, as deemed hostile to those 


boasting selection by Jehovah beyond 
election by the people. Watkins went on to 
relate that, when questioned on the subject 
of Margaret Thatcher's predilection for the 
“chosen’’, one of her entourage explained it 
in the words, “Broadly they share her 
approach to life. Above all, they run her 
constituency for her in Finchley.“ 

In the course of zealously aiding and 
abetting the acquisition of high power in her 
land by the sons of Israel, this pretender of 
‘patriotism’ has entrusted the education of 
Britain“s youth to the ministership of Sir 


Contd. on next page" 


Keith Joseph, the dispensation of Britain’s 
money to Nigel Lawson, and the control, as 
Home Secretary, of Britain’s police, immig- 
ration and security to Leon Brittan, to name 
just three of her governmental appointments. 
The nominally “British Broadcasting Corpor- 
ation” has been put under the chairmanship 
of the Jew Stuart Young, thus befitting its 
avowed policy of excluding persons and 
programmes critical of this person’s tribe, 
the favoured minority of Mrs. Thatcher; and 
often the very words of the “Iron Lady“ are 
not her own but those written for her by 
that minority, one such speech writer, 
according to the Jewish Chronicle (London, 
24.6.83) being the Jew Sir Alfred Sherman, 
who started off as a Communist, fighting in 
the Spanish Civil War in the International 
Brigade, later exchanged communism for 
conservatism as an instrument of control, 
and now occupies the post of Director of 
Studies at the Centre for Policy Studies 
which the same Jewish Chronicle described 
as “the Conservative ‘think-tank’,’’ a hideous 
term for a hideous institution, supplying 
Thatcher’s party with its ideas and policies. 


CONSERVATISM’S JUDAIC 
OUTLOOK 


Those ideas and policies of Margaret 
Thatcher’s counterfeit party of ‘patriotism’ 
are those of cosmopolitan commercialism, 
which is the Jewish ethos, so small wonder 
she feels so much at home in the company 
of the prime purveyors of that spirit. To her 
as to them, the world is a market place with 
money the supreme measure of mankind. 
This is the wider and overall significance of 
her ‘monetarism’. The aim is to buy in the 
cheapest (usually foreign) quarter, regardless 
of the damage to home industries unable to 
compete with lower living standards and 
state subsidies abroad, and consequently in 
numerous instances wrecked. At the present 


moment this party is displaying its deter- 
mination to import foreign coal rather than 
protect the British coal industry, hence the 
miners’ strike — providing the Red leader of 
the miners’ union, Arthur Scargill, with his 
case and his following; for habitually the 
cash-motivated Conservatives of all countries, 
with their glaring failure to provide social 
and economic justice, are the most effective 
recruiting sergeants for the legions of 
Communism. 

Thatcher and her Conservatives welcome 
the export of British capital to finance 
competitive industries abroad, especially in 
the so-called Third World, and similarly 
welcome the massive investment of foreign 
capital in Britain, for such free passage of 
money, as of goods, around the world, 
regardless of race, country or creed, is the 
nomadic urge of the “free trade” economics 
which the latterday, kosher Conservatives 
have inherited from the kosher Liberals of 
the last century. 


THE DEMOCRATIC WAY TO 
SUCCESS 


How does it come about that the system 
of ‘democracy’ turns out time-serving 
tricksters like Thatcher, content to serve the 


MRS. THATCHER’S SERVICES 
TO JEWISH FINANCE 


Results of the Government’s privatisation programme; in most cases only 


portions of companies were sold to the public. 


Date of {Amount 
Company offer (millions)| Lead underwriter 


Nov..1984 | £3,840 
£, wel 


British Telecom 
Britoil Dec. 1982 


British Petroleum Sep. 1983 |£ 


(2nd offer) 
Enterprise Oil - 


British Petroleum 
(1st offer) 


Jaguar 


Cable & Wireless 
(2nd offer) 


British Aerospace 


Cable & Wireless 
(1st offer) 


Amersham International] Feb. 1982 


Jul. 1984 |£ 
Oct, 1979 TE 


Aug. 1984 | £ 
| Dec. 1983 | £ 


Feb. 1981 |£ 
Nov. 1981 


Associated British Ports | Apr. 1984 
(2nd offer) 
Associated British Ports | Feb. 1983 
(1st offer) 


574 


384 
341 


291 
267 


264 
255 


A not too widely 
known feature of 
Mrs. Thatcher’s 


Kleinwort, Benson | ‘privatisation’ 

S. G. Warburg programme is the 

W. M. Rothschild big rake-off it 

Lazard Brothers represents for the 
international 


banking houses 
acting as lead 
underwriters, all 
of which are 
Jewish — or 
partly Jewish- 
owned, as will 
be seen here. 


Kleinwort, Benson 
S. G. Warburg 


Hill Samuel. 
Kleinwort, Benson 


Kleinwort, Benson 


Kleinwort, Benson | Kleinwort, 
Benson, for 
example, have 
W. M. Rothschild profited by £12 


Morgan, Grenfell 
Schroders 


million from 
selling the stock 
in government- 
Schroders owned firms. 


Kleinwort, Benson 


purposes of the worshippers of the shekel? 
To understand this one must first appreciate 
the total impact of the modern environment 
responsive to Jewish influence. Amid the . 
general tutelage in an egocentric materialism 
devoid of racial allegiance and national 
concern, bright, young, aspiring politicians 
like she was grow up learning fully the lesson 
that the way to success on the political stage 
lies in positive alignment with the super- 
power behind the stage which really runs the 
show — just as the wise, would-be, Hollywood 
actress understood that the door to stardom 
was the bedroom door of the movie mogul. 

Thatcher early on staked her claim to 
success by the closeness of her commitment 
to that global source of power which is the 
radiant Star of David, a closeness reflected 
today in her dutiful Chairmanship of her 
local North London Branch of the Conser- 
vative Friends of Israel: the pilgrim’s sojourn 
of her daughter at an Israeli kibbutz, her 
ostentatious patronage of the Jewish chain- 
store of Marks © Spencer, and in a host. of 
other ways including her choice of a wealthy, 
Jewish area as her constituency, and her 
entrustment of the organisation of that 
constituency to members of that com- 
munity; and of course her conspicuous 
selection of Jews as her colleagues, advisers 
and assistants. : | | 

The fervent affinity she manifests 
towards President Ronald Reagan, the 
product of the Jewish studios, cast, pro- 
moted and directed by the same forces to 
perform on their behalf before the gentile 
audience in the land of the almighty dollar 
and the Jewish way of life par excellence, 
reflects a frank recognition that, with the 
same kosher plumage, they are birds of a 
feather from the same renegade roost. The 
bond between them that she constantly 
acknowledges, albeit with all the beguiling 
embellishment of democratic claptrap of 
course, is the bond between Jewry’s front - 
man on one side of the Atlantic and their 
„front woman on the other. 


JEWRY S MAGIC BOX 


But how did Margaret Thatcher“s 
promoters ensure the.popularisation of their 
protege to the extent of electoral victory in 
Britain on top of her rise to leadership of the 
Conservative Party? The answer to this 
conundrum, and the secret of contemporary 
democracy, lies in the magic box of tricks, 
the instrument of thought control in the 
centre of virtually every home, whereby the 
masters of illusion bring about the desired 
result at the ballot box. | 

With the magic box, which the shadow 
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THE JEWISH QUESTION: 


THRUST AND COUNTER-THRUST 


A Nationalist and a Jew exchange letters 


SIR-I found it diffiows: from a. context of 
Mr. Charles Moore’s article “How to Spot a 
Racist” (July 16), to. decide whether his 
allusion to Zionists was offered as a term of 
abuse or of endearment. 

As a life-long Zionist, I can assure him 
that Zionism is the very antithesis of racism, 
in that it strives not for the achievement of 
racial dominance over others but the recog- 
nition that Jews are no less entitled than are 
others to the assertion of their right to 
national independence in their historic 
homeland. 

Rayt Mr. X 


Sir—Mr. X states that Zionism is the very 
antithesis of racism, in that it strives for the 
recognition that “the Jews are no less entitled 
than others to the assertion of their right to 
national independence in their historic 


- homeland.” 


The strange thing is that Jews, among 
others, have long been trying to tell the 
British people that it is racism to assert that 
the British people are entitled, like others, 
to national independence in their own 
historic homeland, in as much as to retain 
this independence requires that certain steps 
be taken to ensure that the British people 
remain a sufficiently large majority of the 
population of Britain. When we are told that 
minorities can hold the balance of power, 
this means it has to be a very large majority. 

At present we face the impending danger 
of becoming eventually outnumbered by 
alien immigrants and their descendents, and 
this of course introduces the consequent 
urgency to follow in the footsteps of the 
Jews in the avoidance of miscegenation. 

How would Mr. X explain this anomaly? 

D. MOLESWORTH 


Dear Mr. Molesworth, 

Thank you for your letter of 24th July. 
Although I make it a practice not to respond 
to letters from National Front supporters,* I 
feel I should make an exception in your case 
in deference to your war-time service in the 
RAF. 

I’m not surprised that the newspaper 
did not publish your letter as it contains 
false and prejudicial allegations about Jews. 
It would be difficult to speak about Jews in 
general, as they do not sit down and come to 
collective decisions in matters of public 
interest, but I can honestly say that I do not 
know any professing Jew who holds the 
view “that it is racism to assert that the 
British people are entitled, like others, to 
national independence in their own historic 
homeland.” 

On the contrary, we Jews owe our own 
survival in no small measure to the gallant 
struggle of the British people to retain their 
own independence and the freedom of other 
nations in the Second World War. 

As you have been so frank and open in 
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We are printing here a series of letters 
written last year between Mr. Richard Moles- 
worth, a member of the British National 
Party, and one of Britain’s most prominent 
Jews. This exchange of correspondence 
began following the appearance of a letter 
written by the latter in a leading national 
daily newspaper. Mr. Molesworth then wrote 
to the paper in reply but his letter — not 
entirely surprisingly — was not published. He 
then sent a copy of this letter to the Jewish 
leader in question, and from this-an exchange 
of correspondence over several months 
ensued. 

Mr. Molesworth has requested, in 
courtesy to his correspondent, that his 
identity be not disclosed and that for the 
same purpose the name of the newspaper is 
not mentioned. The Jewish leader is there- 
fore referred to as ‘Mr. X’ and the paper in 
question as ‘the newspaper’. 

We published this correspondence as we 
believe it to contain some valuable insights 
into the ambivalent position adopted by 
Jews in this country with regard to matters 
of racial and national loyalty. 

We begin by reproducing Mr. X s letter 
to the newspaper, and this is followed by 
Mr. Molesworth s unpublished reply. 


eliciting a response to your guestion, I 


-wonder if I may put one to you. How can a 


person with your intelligence and patriotic 
background support movements like the 
National Front and British National Party, 
led mostly by unreconstructed Nazis, who 
prefer National Socialism to democracy (and 
Hitler to Churchill) and would if they came 
to power institute a reign of terror in which 
you yourself (as I believe you to be a sincere 
but misguided British patriot) would be 
amongst the first to be purged? 

Can you tell me that you actually 
approve of the neo-Nazi claptrap contained, 
for instance, in the recent issues of Spear- 
head, and as a man of integrity can you con- 
tinue to support the wicked and unchristian 
people who produce such noxious anti- 
British propaganda? 

I look forward to your reply. 

Mr. X 


*Mr. Molesworth is in fact a member of the British 
National Party. Mr. X simply assumed from his 


letter to the newspaper that he was a supporter of 


the National Front. 


Dear Mr. X, 

Thank you for your kind letter of Ist 
August. 

You say: “I do not know of any pro- 


fessing Jew who holds the view ‘that it is 
racism to assert that the British people are 
entitled, like others, to national independence 
in their own historic homeland.” 

I find this a most gratifying re-assurance, 
and I unreservedly apologise for any false 


allegation I seem to have made against Jews. 
I am sure I have no reason to question the 
validity of such statements coming from one 
in your eminent position. 

However, in my letter to the newspaper 
I did state that it was Jews among others, 
who took the quoted view, and perhaps it is 
only some of these “others” to whom I have 
hitherto sent the understated list of questions, 
but who — for some strange reason — have 
all totally abstained from any attempt to 
answer them! 

Why, I wonder? I can surely not be 
blamed for supposing that they were all 
either afraid (?) to give honest answers, or 
else they knew that their answers would 
expose their assumption that what is sauce 
for the goose is not sauce for the gander. 
What do you think? 

Anyway, from the frank and open state- 
ments in your letter I know that we have the 
Jews on our side and you will not be inhibited 
like these others about answering the under- 


stated questions (i.e. they will not fall on 


hostile ears), and so I would be most grateful 
if I might prevail upon you to answer them 
in the interest of our mutual cause. You will 
not of course expect me to answer your 
question since it was obviously intended for 
someone else. I note your terrifying fore- 
bodings about the NF and BNP, which I will 
bear in mind. 
Questions: — 

1. Does any ethnic group have a right of 
group survival, or does the answer depend 
upon which group is being considered, i.e. 
whether it is British, or Jewish, or the 
Australian Aborigines, etc.? 
2. If you consider there is such a right of 
survival, what defensive action to ensure its 
survival do you think a group is entitled to 
take when it feels itself so threatened by the 
policies of the powers that be? Must it do 
nothing and submit to genocide? Or is its 
right of survival conditional upon its defen- 
sive action being of a type acceptable to 
those who are posing the threat? 
3. Do you think that the act of flooding 
Britain with ethnic aliens is an act of treason 
against the British race? 
4. Why do you think questions of this sort 
are never debated on the air or discussed by 
journalists? 

R.D.MOLESWORTH 


Dear Mr. X, 

I have been giving more thought to the 
subject of your recent letter, and have 
decided to write again without waiting for a 
reply to my letter of 3rd August 1984. 

Far from your letter having resolved the 
anomaly I had previously referred to, it 
unfortunately adds to it. 

Considering you say that you do not 
know of any professing Jew who holds the 
view that it is racism to assert that the British 
people are entitled, like others (like Jews), 
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to national independence in their own historic 
homeland, I presume you would therefore 
consider that those Jews, if “British” , would 
normally be in sympathy with a British cam- 
paign, or political policy, aimed at securing 
that right in face of the threat from an ever 
expanding alien population. 

The corresponding Zionist claim which 
you quoted in your letter to the newspaper 
— plus the Jewish recognition (which you 
say exists) of the great debt that Jews owe 
the British people — would between them 
seem to contribute substantially to the pae 
of that kind of sympathy. 

I am sure you would be the first to con- 
firm that one thing the Israeli Jews will 
make quite sure does not occur, is that the 
Arabs of Israel multiply to a point where 
they could hold effective power in a demo- 
cratic Israel, so you cannot fail to observe 
how urgent it is for the British people to 
avert the threat to their own position of 
control in their historic homeland, and I 
would assume that, as a British Jew, you 


would naturally want to do all in your- 


power to help. Is this not the case? 


WHAT IS THE REMEDY? 


' The obvious response which therefore 
springs to my mind is to seek your distin- 
guished advice as to which party in Britain 
you would recommend one to support 
which (firstly) recognises the threat to British 
independence resulting from the alien influx, 
and (secondly) which carries a realistic policy 
to combat the threat. 


APPARENT INCONSISTENCY 

The only two parties you mention in 
your letter happen to be the National Front 
and British National Party, in that order, but 
you devote great emphasis to deterring 
support for both, although, according to 
enguiries I have made, these two parties are 
the only ones in Britain that even begin to 
gualify in the present context. 

Surely you cannot be suggesting that 
the British people as a whole are obligated to 
renounce what you have agreed is their right 
solely on account of the fact that you do 
not like the two (the only two?) parties 
which currently have policies to cope with 
this particular emergency! That is practically 
how it reads. 

Otherwise, your adverse references to 
them strike one, to say the least, as suspici- 
ously inept and misplaced in the context in 
which they occur, while your reference to 
“unreconstructed Nazis” (whatever that might 
mean) sounds a little reminiscent of a stock 
political red herring such as the Labour 
Party often slings at Mrs. Thatcher. A 
sceptical observer would immediately pick 
on these points as a basis for questioning 
your sincerity — which I, for one, would not 
wish to do. 


HOW TO RESOLVE THE ANOMALY 


There is however, one very convincing 
way you can clarify the position and dispel 
any cause for doubt as to your motives. That 
is by the simple method of recommending to 
me, by name, an alternative party what does, 
officially and openly , acknowledge the exis- 
tence of the above threat, and which also has 
a policy to defeat the threat. 

Even in the unfortunate event of your 
being unable to name such a party, this 


would not necessarily condemn you as 
devious, which I am sure you are not. As an 
alternative, you could outline what kind of 
action, to yield the best prospect of success, 
you consider the British people would be 
justified in pursuing in order to secure the 
fulfilment of their rights, in perpetuity. 

You might also intimate what you 
might be prepared to do to help in such an 
endeavour. 

I greatly look forward to your reply and 
your distinguished advice. 

R. D. MOLESWORTH 


to determine its own qualifications for 
immigration. The test in Israel is one of 
entitlement to national citizenship. It is 
based not on colour, nor even on country of 
origin, but on the declared intention of the 
prospective immigrant to reassert his Jewish 
heritage, acquired through birth or conver- 
sion, by rejoining the Jewish nation in their 
historic national homeland. 

I would not presume to tell you to 
apply these criteria to Britain. I would only 
tell you that your attempted analogy between 


pryn and Israel in this respect is, in my 


JEWISH RACISTS 


The men pictured here are members of ‘Kach’, a fanatically nationalist and racist Jewish 
group which carries out acts of terror against those they designate as ‘enemies of the Jewish 
people’. They have representatives in the Israeli parliament. 


Dear Mr. Molesworth, 

Thank you for your letters of August 
3rd and 13th. Much as I would like to clarify 
my position in greater detail, we are so far 
apart in our basic beliefs and assumptions 
that I fear we could never reach a meeting of 
the mind. My original purpose in writing to 
you was to prick your conscience in as much 
as I perceived from your original letter that 
you were motivated by patriotic feelings 
rather than a desire to abet the establishment 
of a state along National Socialist lines. In a 
way, your last letter confirms that this is the 
case, as you ask whether I could suggest 
alternatives to the National Front and 
British National Party. 

What I was trying to say to you — 
apparently without much success — is that, 
whatever your views on immigration, the 
Britain that would emerge with the accession 
to power of the Nazis who are now in control 
of the NF and BNP would not be the kind of 
Britain that you would take any pride in. 

You seem not to understand what 
Zionism really is. Perhaps it is because we 
have different ideas about the terms “race” 
and “nation”. I don't accept the concept of 
race — certainly not the idea of “racial 
purity”. Jews are not a race and there is no 
racial impediment against any person who 
wants to become a Jew. 

The conflict between Arab and Jew is a 


struggle between two nations for hegemony 


over a territory to which both assert historic 
claims. Every sovereign country has a right 


view, inapplicable. 


| Mr. X 
(Editor’s emphasis given to second sentence 
in 4th paragraph.) 

Dear Mr. X, 


Thank you for your letter of 5th Sep- 
tember 1984. I am sorry you have not 
attempted to answer my various questions. I 
find this disturbing, to put it mildly, though 
you appear to imply that you are excused 
from doing so by your assumption that. 
there is a massive gulf between our views — 
too great to permit a meeting of the minds. 

It seems a little unfortunate if misunder- 
standings as to the justice of your views 
cannot be resolved because you ‘lack the 
inclination to explain your case to those 
who are willing to listen. If the Jewish claim 
to have been persecuted throughout the ages 
is true, could it be that this reluctance has 
led people to the conclusion that there is a 


fundamental flaw in the justice of your 


cause which would come to light with any 
honest attempt to expound it? 

Certainly, differences exist between our 
viewpoints, but I cannot see why you should. 
assume I am incapable of seeing your point 
of view, even if, in the final analysis, I 
cannot agree with it all the way. One thing I 
would not find conducive to this kind of 
rapport would be a notion that Jews can be 
excused from ethics which they regard as 
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THE JEWISH QUESTION: THRUST 
AND COUNTER-THRUST 
(Contd. from prev. page) 


binding on all others. 

I must say that to judge by your one 
clear answer in your first letter, you seem to 
confirm that the definition of what is, and 
what is not “racism” is the same for both 
Jews and Britons. So long as we can proceed 
on that kind of understanding there can 
surely be no obstacle to complete under- 
standing. But I am still not sure that these 
conditions obtain. | 


Effectively, you say that the quarrel 


between Jew and Arab is purely political and 
non-racial, but how long do you think a 
British party would escape accusations of 
being “racist”, which wanted to repatriate 
Blacks from Britain for what it described as 
“purely political, non-racial reasons”? Not 5 
minutes! Yet disenchantment with black 
immigration could easily be explained on 
that basis. 

The fact is that there are ethnic differ- 


ences between Jew and Arab (as indeed 


between Sephadic and Ashkenaze Jews) and 
I suggest that the rival claims to certain 


territory are mainly the product of the 


relevant ethnic diversity. 

Despite your statement that there is no 
racial impediment to ány person who wants 
to become a Jew, the proof of the pudding is 
in the eating. The Jews have remained 
ethnically distinguishable for thousands of 
“years scattered around the world. I do not 
condemn them for this, but it could only 
have come about by the practice of what,in 
the case of Britons in the present era, would 
undoubtedly be condemned as “racism”, or 
at least “racial prejudice”. 

One guestion must in any case be asked 
— can this thing they call “‘racism’’ ever be 
identified objectively and indisputably and is 
it necessarily “evil”? An action is always 
justifiable, and therefore “non-racist’”’, when 
it isjudged by the person committing it. Need- 
less to add, when someone else is the judge 
his conclusions might differ considerably! 

Regarding your derogatory comments 
about Spearhead 1 submit that those who 
most detest that publication are its best 
advertisers. The one thing which is so con- 
spicuous for its absence is any serious 
attempt by opponents to argue against the 
“claptrap” contained in its columns. 

Certainly, Spearhead carries articles 
bitterly critical of Jews, and of multiracialism 
too, but why then don’t Jews and multi- 
racislists offer to debate those issues on the 
box in peak viewing hours with Spearhead s 
editor? If his case is so weak and invalid it 
would be simple enough to discredit it in 
public debate, and nothing could better serve 
to destroy support for his cause. 

Let us suppose that Spearhead asserts 
that the “holocaust” is a hoax. There are 
perfectly decent people around with no axe 
to grind who genuinely want to know the 
truth, whatever that might be. 

If it is evident to them that all open 
public debate on that topic is effectively 
banned, or even treated as a crime, what do 
you suppose they will conclude? In a nut 
shell, they will suspect a hoax, and with 
good reason. 

In a generous field of topics there is 
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virtually a total censorship on public debate, 
yet we are supposed to have fought the last 
war to defeat that kind of suppression. 

Who, then, is behind the suppression? I 
do not think it can be Hitler! 

As soon as we begin to see prominent 
Jews putting their considerable combined 
weight behind a campaign to defeat that 
suppression, we will cease to have any cause 
to suspect their involvement in the sup- 
pression. 
| In the meantime we must be forgiven 
for suspecting there is some substance in 
what we read in Spearhead. The ball is in 
your court. ; Wed 

In my letters to you I have in no way 
implied any support for “National Socialism”, 
which to my mind is applicable only to one 
specific regime of a bygone age, and was 
characteristic only of the non-British culture 
of the people who gave it birth. 

What I support is British nationalism, as 
you support Jewish nationalism. Therefore 
your references to the alleged “Nazi” nature 
of leaders of certain parties, which likewise 
I had not referred to, sounds suspiciously 
like an attempt to detract attention from the 
central theme of my letters. 

In case it was your fear that I might 
support one of them out of ignorance of 
their true hidden nature, I asked you to 
recommend to me an appropriate alternative 
party, or failing that to suggest what alter- 
native action the British people might justi- 
fiably take, or which you would be prepared 
to take, to secure national independence as 
worded in my unpublished letter to the 
newspaper. 

This you have significantly failed to do 
— which leads me to ask: Was it your real 
motive to dissuade me from supporting 
British nationalism under any party or leader- 
ship, whether existent or hypothetical, and 
from seeking to claim the British right to 
national independence in our historic home- 
land? 

-You conceded that it was not racist to 
do so. Are you merely substituting an alter- 
native objection, indirectly expressed, that it 
is a “Nazi” claim, implying that someone 
need only tell us that it is “Nazi” for us to 
claim what we are fully justified in claiming, 
and we must immediately renounce that 
claim, like Pavlov’s dogs responding to 
conditional stimuli? 

You warn me that Britain governed by 
certain parties you have named, which you 
say are under the control of Nazis, would 
not be the kind of Britain I could take a 
pride in, and that I would be among the first 
to be purged. Forecasts have a way of not 
being borne out by events, and there might 
in any case be grounds for wondering if you 
are just scaremongering. 

What is quite beyond doubt is what has 
already happened to our country, namely 
that Britain has slumped into a truly catas- 
trophic state of depravity and impotence. It 
is difficult to imagine a Britain much less 
worthy of pride than the one that has 
emerged under post-war Tory and Labour 
governments. 

Yet in face of this appalling decline 
your primary concern seems to have been to 
warn me off two parties which, whether 
good or bad, have as yet not one single MP. 
On what do you base your extraordinary 
order of priority? 


The only explanation I can think of is 
that you suspect that even though they lack 
any MPs, some of their policies represent a 
majority view among the British section of 
the electorate, and this raises some very 
interesting questions I will not go into now. 

Do you apply this description “Nazi” 
to all nationalists other than Jewish nation- 
alists? If so, it is indeed a case of “heads we 
win tails you lose”, in which case I am forced 
to agree that there can be no meeting of the 
mind between us. 

Is this assumed hatred of Nazis genuine, 
or is it merely a cover-up for a determination 
that the British people shall not, after all, be 
the masters of their own historic homeland? 

Can we really believe that Nazi-ism is 
anathema to Jews when the latter were 
fighting against Britain in Palestine, on 
Hitler’s side, when Britain, alone, was at war 
with Hitler? 

If the Jews want us to believe that they 
detest Nazis beyond all else, they go a funny 
way about showing it. 

K.D. MOLESWORTH 


Sir—Your letter confirms to me that I was 
mistaken to respond to you. I had hoped that 
as an Englishman who valued this country’s 
magnificent heritage — not the least of 
which are its tolerance and its devotion to 
the ideals of democracy — you were not 
beyond redemption. If you are happy with 
your present associations and colleagues, so 
be it. There is no arguing with taste. 
Please be assured that I bear you no 
malice. None of us is perfect. 
Mr. X 


Dear Mr. X, 

Thank you for your letter of 2nd 
October 1984. 

Our correspondence commenced with 
my expressing my concern with respect to 
the rights of the British people (by com- 
parison with those of the Jews). 

But it seems to me that all you have 
been doing is simply to attempt to deflect 
attention away from that most vital issue, 
and turn it principally into a discussion of 
my personal merits, which, in the context in 
hand, is no more relevant than your own 
personal merits. | 

I am therefore left to conclude that you 
have sought to evade that overriding im- 
personal issue, because you cannot face up 
to, and answer my arguments and questions 
as you would to yourself, without showing 
yourself totally out of sympathy with the 
true interests of the British people. 

Here again, my private assessment of 
you, as an individual, is similarly not impor- 
tant. What is significant is that in the above 
assessment, you typify the evasiveness of the 
vast majority of people in high places in 
Britain today, as has been brought home to 
me by correspondence I have had with a 
number of prominent individuals in recent 


„weeks. It is not difficult to assess what this 


evasiveness covers up. I would describe it as 
the systematic betrayal of Britain and the 
British people. 

I am sure you must realise the gross 
hypocrisy in the claim that Britain is at 
present a “democracy”. In fact it is neither a 
democracy nor a dictatorship, but a mockery 
of both. | 
| R. D. MOLESWORTH 


TWO VIEWS ON UNITY 


ANDREW BRONS speaks for the NF- 


‘Nationalist Unity’ is the Holy Grail sought 
by Nationalists - at least those ‘Nationalists’ 


who have placed themselves outside the 


mainstream of Nationalist politics or out of 
Nationalist politics altogether! 

It is axiomatic that those who think alike 
should be striving together rather than 
fighting each other. However, we must not 
be misled into seeing the basis for unity 
where none exists. An artificial unity with- 
‘out a firm common ideological foundation 
would serve to promote, rather than dispel, 


disunity and dissension. Erstwhile active 


Nationalists who wish to join or rejoin the 
National Front must be certain that they 
accept the ideological position of the Party, 
in its entirety. If they are unable to accept 
that ideology, they had better rernain where 
they are. Badly founded political unions 
serve not to aggregate the resources of their 
constituent parts but merely to waste them. 

It may be argued that unity can be 
manufactured by ‘hammering out a compro- 
mise’ or by ‘give and take on both sides’. It 
is a seductive argument and we should 
certainly not seek ideological excuses and 
rationalisations to cloak personal antipathies, 
jealousies and rivalries. Nor should we tol- 
erate the absenoe of Nationalists from the 
Movement on the grounds of semantic 
preference or choice of slogans. Nevertheless, 
a blurring of real difference to produce a 
bewildering patchwork of non-statements, 
ambiguities and contradictions, is not accept- 
able. o 

We do not want to establish an ecumenical 
movement of Nationalism that, when it 
speaks at all, speaks with many contradictory 
voices. That is the certain path to further 
division or a transparent insincerity that will 
lose the respect of all - our current support- 
ers as well as.our potential supporters. 

Most of the erstwhile Nationalists who 
have left the main Nationalist camp, have 
done so as a result. of disillusionment 
following the various splits or from sheer 
cowardice at Establishment pressure. That 
number includes many who have joined 
splinter groups, the main purpose of which 
was to salve the consciences of, whilst pro- 
viding simulated. satisfaction for, ‘tired 
Nationalists’. The remainder - those who left 
and/or remain outside the Movement, 
because they do not accept the ideological 
direction that the Party has taken - could 
only be won back by substantial ideological 
surrender on our part. We are not prepared 


to make such a surrender. Indeed we are. 


determined to guard our ideology closely. 

There is also the important principle of 
authority. The National Front is the parent 
movement from which virtually all of the 
isolated ‘Nationalists’ and the one remaining 
(barely) surviving splinter group, have come. 
In“ every case, those people have either 
resigned from the Movement or have com- 
‘mitted acts that inevitably led to their 
expulsion. It would be unseemly for the 
Movement to engage in negotiations with 
such people. It would create a precedent 
that members who wish to overturn a 
decision have only to form a splinter group 
and the Leadership will give them pride of 
place at the negotiating table. The splinter 
groups have had four or five vears to build up 
rival organisations and they have all failed 
to build anything that could compare with 
the National Front. There can certainly be 
no credible argument for negotiations arising 
from necessity. The National Front remains 


the only serious Nationalist Party and to 
negotiate with those who have left it would 
be to confer an authority on those who 
have defied it; to give importance to. those 
who have forfeited the right to serious con- 
sideration. | 

However, there are even more important 
considerations. Policies are not (or should 
not be) mere window dressing. They are not 
divorced from strategy; they are an extension 
of it. Our policies are our view of what the 
Nation’s strategy should be. A postponement 
of consideration of real differences of policy 
is merely a postponement of disunity. 


It may be said that the issues of Race and 
Nation are of such immediate importance 
that they should take precedence over any 
differences about (say) economic or indust- 
rial policies. That is almost self-evident but, 


like other self-evident propositions, it should 


not blind us to a greater reality. Our 
economic and industrial policies are not 
entirely separate policies that are merely 
desirable in themselves. They complement 
and are essential to our national and racial 
policies. You cannot tolerate -Capitalism 
without tolerating the multiracialism and 
internationalism that it spawned and sustains. 
You cannot tolerate Capitalism without 


‘tolerating the perpetual division that it 


fosters between employer and employee - 
between Briton and Briton. The implement- 


-ation of our industrial and economic policies 


is essential to the implementation of our 
racial and national policies. 


PRIVATE PROPERTY 


Furthermore, unless we are seen to be 
consistent opponents of Capitalism (though 
not of private property) then we shall be 
identified as its defender. While the Capitalist 
system is still surviving (if not booming), the 
committed opponents of Capitalism are 
relatively few and to be found principally 
among Marxists who will remain ideologic- 
ally opposed to us, regardless of our eco- 
nomic policies. However, when there is a 
total. economic collapse, the number of 
people who reject the Capitalist system will 
be legion and those who have a record of 
supporting it will have to face the consequen- 
ces. It is our responsibility to ensure that the 


‘opponents of Capitalism are attracted to our 


policy of widely distributed property and 
not led up the blind alley of Marxism. 

Nationalist Unity is already being achieved 
- under the banner of the National Front - 
and that trend will continue. However, its 
achievement must be subject to certain 
conditions:- | 
it must result from other ‘Nationalists’ 
applying to join or rejoin the NF and not 
from any merger of our identity; all of. 
those who seek to join us must accept our 
ideology absolutely and must not expect to 
bring their splinter-group misconceptions 
with them; they must accept without reserv- 
ation the constitutional authority of the 
Party; and those individuals who have com- 
mitted the most serious offences against the 
Party must expect to be excluded. 

We, for our part, must not reject individuals 
out of personal animosity or rivalry and we 
must accept those who approach us in good 
faith. 

Nationalist Unity is important but only if 
it leads to National Survival and National 
Unity. : 


JOHN TYNDALL 


replies on behalf of 
the BNP 


The article on the left of this page 
appeared in the Winter 1984 issue of NEW 
NATION, a journal published by the National 
Front, and was written by Andrew Brons, 
then NF Chairman. It deals with a theme 
that has often been written about in SPEAR- 
HEAD and with which we have always been 
vitally concerned. In view of the importance 
of the subject dealt with in Mr. Brons’ article, 
we are printing on this and the following 
page a reply by British National Party Chair- 
man and former NF Chairman John Tyndall. 
Mr. Tyndall’s article begins below. 


BY NATURE I have always been a person inclined 
to look for reasons for being able to do those things 
that it is desirable to do rather than look for reasons 
for not being able to do them. The first approach | 
is positive, while the second is negative. I believe 
that in tackling the question of Nationalist unity 
we should adopt the positive approach. 

When I read Mr Brons’ views about Nationalist 
unity I have to say that I find it somewhat surprising + 
that a man who was my close colleague for seven 
years — years in which the Nationalist movement, 
because comparatively united, was expanding and 
prospering — never sought to suggest to me the 
sectarian arguments that he now employs. Never 
once during the whole of that time did I hear from 
him any criticism of the policy that I then pursued 
as NF leader, which was to steer the party along a 
road that avoided devisive left/right conflicts and 
concentrated the attention of its adherents on the 
primary priorities of national and racial survival. 
If Mr Brons is sincere in the point of view that he 
propounds so energetically today, why did I hear 
none of it from him in those days past? 

Mr Brons starts his thesis by suggesting, that to 
some Nationalists, Nationalist unity is a ‘Holy Grail’. 
If by that he means that it is seen as a panacea that 
is going to solve all problems of political develop- 
ment and seë us quickly into power, then I know © 
of no-one who would entertain such a naive 
proposition. What many of us do hold is that, 
without Nationalist unity being achieved first, the 
strength and resources required for us to overcome 
other problems will simply be lacking — everything 
that has transpired over the past five years under- 
lines this. i | 

He then goes on to assert that Nationalist 
unity will only be brought about by everyone 
concerned accepting the ideological position of the 
National Front “in its entirety". Such a condition 
is, if I may say so, the surest recipe for the con- 
tinuation of disunity, and it is anyway today a 


1 wholly unrealistic attitude to take given the 
‘present balance of forces in the Nationalist camp — 


as is likewise the assertion made later on that 
everyone must join or rejoin the NF. Some years 
ago, when the NF could truthfully claim to 
represent about 95 per cent of the strength of 
organised and active Nationalism in Britain, and 
when its appeal was sufficiently broad to encompass 
all those dedicated to our national and racial 
future, such a position would not have been an 
unreasonable one to adopt; in the context of the 
present it is a position that could only be sustained 
by people dwelling in cloud-cuckooland. The 
National Front may indeed be claimed as “the 
parent movement” from which other groups have 
sprung, but that is hardly the point today; what is 


Cont. overleaf 
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TWO VIEWS ON UNITY. 


(Contd. from prev. page) 


the point is that the NF today has been reduced to 
a tiny fraction of its original size and strength and 
that postures struck on the assumption that it is 
the party it was in the 1970s are therefore perfectly 
illogical and ridiculous. A proprietorial and 
domineering attitude may well be in order when 
one has the practical means to back it up: this is 
simply not the case with the NF as it is in 1985. 

All sorts of claims and counter-claims have 
been bandied back and forth concerning the 
contemporary strength of the NF and its rivals 
in the Nationalist spectrum. The probable truth 
is that of the only two remaining Nationalist 


-factions in Britain today (the other groups having, 


one by one, fallen by the wayside) the NF has just 
a marginally larger active strength over the whole 
country than the British National Party, and this 
is attributable almost wholly to the greater mem- 
bership size of the NF in the London area. Over 
almost the whole of the country except London 
the BNP can muster a turn-out of activists as 
large as, or larger than, the NF. When Mr Brons 
refers to a “(barely) surviving splinter group”, 
meaning obviously our own party, he knows very 
well that he is speaking much less than the truth. 
The same kinds of contemptuous references to 
the strength of the BNP were made just prior to 
the General Election of 1983, then were resound- 
ingly refuted by the achievement of our party in 
putting up 54 candidates in that election — only 
four fewer than the NF nationwide and many more 
throughout the provinces. The BNP is a stronger 
party now than it was then, while the NF is almost 
certainly a weaker one. 


IMPORTANCE OF QUALITY 


So much for the purely numerical argument. In 
quality of members I would claim that our own 
party is many miles ahead. We have not boosted 
our numbers by taking in all manner of misfits and 
freaks such as are to be seen in considerable 
quantities at NF gatherings. We attract our members 
by a serious political appeal and not by artificial 
enticements such as ‘rock music’ or an appeal to 
the football yob element. Last but not least, our 
party is solidly united and without a shred of 
internal schism — something which at the present 
time certainly cannot be said of the NF! Weare, in 
addition, financially solvent and completely free 
of debt, while the NF has debts running into many 
thousands of pounds. 

Indeed the present state of internal disunity of 
the party Mr Brons so adamantly defends is itself 
ample testimony that the rigidity of ideological 
doctrine that he and his cohorts have attempted to 
impose upon it has not produced the expected 
homogeneity of outlook that in theory it is 
supposed to do. Mr Brons makes great play of the 
idea that for unity to work in practice everyone 
must think the same on all ideological questions 
and that, to quote his own words, “an artificial 
unity without a firm common ideological foun- 
dation would serve to promote, rather than dispel, 
disunity and dissention.” Well, the facts point to 
the very opposite: our own party, which is flexible 
on most questions other than the primacy of 
nation and race and contains, even among its 
leaders, some differences of opinion on economic 
and social questions, works admirably as a unit and 
is wholly free of internal strife, while the National 
Front, with its alleged and assumed ideological 


uniformity, is racked by continual internal quarrels. 


Mr Brons' constant harping on the evils of 
“Capitalism” — without any accompanying defi- 
nition of which forms and manifestations of 
Capitalism he has in mind — shows not only an 
outlook that failed ever to reveal itself to me when 
we were close collaborators in the 1970s but also a 
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tendency to wallow in the rhetoric and slogans of 
the past that-parallels the present-day British left. 
It almost seems that nothing has changed since the 
days of the Tolpuddle Martyrs. Are Mr Brons and 
his colleagues not aware that the “working class” 
of their fathers’ and grandfathers’ days scarcely 
exists in any similarly recognisable form in the 
1980s; that millions upon millions whose forebears 
belonged to that class have now joined an expanding 
and socially heterogeneous middle class and that 
to such people the tired jargon of the old class war 
means precisely nothing? Are they not aware that 
this latter section of the population now forms by 
far its biggest section and that it is going to become 
yet bigger still in the years ahead? Do they not 
realise that the sort of people still impressed by the 
time-worn slogans they have borrowed from the 
Labour Party now form a relatively small and ever 
declining portion of the British electorate? 


LIVING IN THE PAST 


Not only does Mr Brons seem to live in the 
British political climate of the past but, additionally, 
he likewise lives in the past in the context of the 
quarrels that split the Nationalist movement 
asunder at the end of the previous decade. He 
evidently still feels that those who left the National 
Front were very wrong to do so and that as anact 
of contrition they should now come back (those, 
of course, whom from their lofty heights of 
authority and grandeur he and his associates will 
allow back!) We feel equally strongly that those 
who left the Front at that time were right to do so 
because they had no other choice. However, these 
arguments have now really become totally redun- 
dant; the fact is that this vast number of people 
did leave the Front and have not returned. Politics 
is about facing and dealing with facts. If the 
Nationalist movement is in the future to be reunited 
and revived, it will be by people who adapt them- 
selves to contemporary facts, and the central fact 
with which we have to deal today is that, whether 
rightly or wrongly, those lost legions of the old NF 
will not again rejoin it under its existing name and 
under the terms which Mr Brons and his colleagues 
wish to impose upon them. 

This really is the only fact that matters now 
and it is the fact the facing of which is the first 
prerequisite to any meaningful attempt to knit the 
Nationalist movement back together. 

Of this large number of people of whom I have 
spoken, a considerable portion now comprises the 
membership of the-British National Party. Another 
very large proportion is at present aligned with no 
party or faction but waits on the sidelines for a 
semblance of Nationalist unity and a momentum 
of Nationalist growth to appear before those 
comprising it will commit themselves to anyone or 
anything. Mr Brons may deplore this, just as we 
do, but merely deploring it will not alter it as a 
fact — least of all will it be altered as a fact by 
insistance that such people cannot be won back 
except by “ideological surrender”. Probably those 
people indeed have very little interest in the 
“ideological” arguments that Mr Brons and his 
friends now hold as paramount to the issuc; they 
just want to see a unified and successful Nationalist 
movement and they are waiting for us to get 
together and create one. | 

As for Mr Brons’ assertion, made shortly before 
the end of his article, that “those individuals who 
have committed the most serious offences against 
the party must expect to be excluded”, one really 
does not know whether to laugh or cry at such a 
statement. Some foundation for such an attitude 
may exist in a party that was strong and successful 
and had survived the exodus of those it spoke of 
“excluding”. Considering, however, the present 
condition of the NF and the fact that those to be 
‘excluded’ were infinitely more successful in 
running the party than those recently running it, it 
is difficult to give such a statement much credence. 

Just who have “committed the most serious 
offences against the party” will remain a matter of 


opinion. Our firm opinion is that those who have 
presided over its fortunes (or rather misfortunes) 
over the past five years and have run it into a 
virtual political backwater are the ones who come 
foremost into that category. However, for us to 
exclude all these people from any projected 
movement of Nationalist reunification would be as 
unrealistic and silly as it is for Brons and Co. to 
exclude those whom they have condemned. Such 
bickering about the past gets us nowhere. 


LEADERSHIP 


Mr Brons in his dissertation has made great play 
about “ideology” but has noticeably excluded any 
acknowledgement of the fact that for any move- 
ment to succeed it must have credible and 
competent leadership. Particularly since Mr Brons 
himself resigned as NF Chairman (shortly after 
writing the article), the Front has no such leader- 
ship, only young men nowhere near mature enough 
to commend themselves to the British public as fit 
would-be governors of the nation. With the most 
perfect “ideology” imaginable, the NF could not 
possibly go forward under these men — and that is 
not to denigrate them personally or to under- 
estimate whatever potential leadership attributes 
they may possess; it is only to acknowledge their 
extreme immaturity and lack, at the present time, 
of the required personalities, characters and 
training. Every action and public utterance of these 
men underlines these things. 

Nationalist unity is eventually going to come, 
whether the likes of Mr Brons or his successors 
desire it or not; it is going to come under sheer 
pressure of necessity and in response to the growing 
demand of Nationalists around the country that it 
should come. In the meantime, I cannot in all 
honesty take very seriously the excuses of Mr Brons 
and his allies as to why it should not come. Not 
only he but most of the others worked with me 
in the 1970s in a united movement and not only he 
but most of the others failed to raise any of the 
issues of “ideological” disagreement that they now 
erect as barriers to the necessary and the inevitable. 
I am left asking: are these “ideological” differences 
really genuine and sincere — or are they just the 
get-out of people whose real desire is to be big 
fishes in a small pond? 
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it believes in racial 


Our magazine, 
differences, opposes race-hatred. All those who 
oppose multi-racialism should attack the poli- 
ticians who promote it, not the immigrants, 
who are merely its victims. 


though 


SIR: Apropos my letter published in your 
February issue predicting that the Falashas 
flown from Ethiopia to Israel would be 
accorded only second or third class citizen- 
ship — already it appears that I was on target. 


According to press reports, rabbis in 
Jerusalem claim that Falashas arriving in 
Israel are not “proper Jews” and must there- 
fore undergo initiation ceremonies, including 
circumcision, to convert them to Judaism as 
a preliminary step necessary before they can 
qualify for Israeli citizenship. One report 
states that these requirements have so 
angered the Falashas that 200 of them 
recently marched from the Knesset to the 
house of Jerusalem’s Chief Rabbi in protest. 

Seldom have my predictions been so 
swiftly confirmed! 

RONALD G.W. RICKCORD 
Northchurch, Herts. 


SIR: Forty years have passed since the cease- 


fire of World War II. The way in which the 
media have reported events of the 1939—45 
era one would think the war finished only 
last week and not forty years ago. In fact, it 
has almost bordered on the lines of hysteria. 

During wartime many things are said and 
done that would not happen in times of peace. 
Hatred is built up by the warring nations with 
the means of propaganda, and in World War [I 


this would appear to have been carried out 


to the extreme. 

What has Britain to celebrate forty years 
after? In 1939 she had a great empire with 
all the wealth of raw materials within it. The 
problem of immigration and all the ills that 
this insane policy has brought about were 
unknown. 

Much media coverage has been devoted 
to President Reagan expressing his wish to 
lay a wreath on the World War II German 
Cemetery at Bitburg, which among the 2,000 
war graves included 40 or so graves of SS 
men. One of the reasons for this media 
hysteria was that these buried SS men could 
have been responsible for a number of 
atrocities committed including the ‘Malmedy 
Massacre’ in which a number of American GIs 


were found dead in a field after being taken © 


prisoner during the “Battle of the Bulge’. 
During the Sicily campaign earlier in the 
war, General Patten’s Gls shot 43 German 
POWs under, it is presumed, his orders. No 
court martial was conducted against the two 
American officers responsible for carrying 
out this atrocity as both claimed they were 
acting under orders and both were later killed 
in action. No one has yet stated they will 


-refuse to lay wreaths at any American War 
Cemetery in protest against the Sicily 


Atrocity. | 

When World War II ended the Allies 
swore that never again must Germany be re- 
armed, yet within only a short time Britain 
and the United States were pressing West 
Germany to re-arm in the face of the Soviet 
threat. No wonder many Germans at that 


time were not keen, having already been 


fighting the Soviets for four years, to save 
Europe from Communism. 

Germany was, of course, admitted to 
NATO and has been. our ally for many years 
now, and also many German towns have been 
twinned with British ones. German ex- 
serviceman have had reunions with British 
ex-servicemen, and a spirit of friendship has 


_ developed over the years. British men and 


women have married Germans. 

It seems that forces are at work to 
destroy all this by creating a feeling of hatred 
similar to that generated during 1939—45. 
Why? 

R. RHODES 
Cheltenham, Glos. 


SIR: As one of the members privileged to 
attend the local election rally at Leicester, I 
would like to comment on how it felt to be 
there. 

The beginning was inaudible, due to the 
heckling, then I don’t know if someone 
started it but it seemed to be spontaneous at 
the end of each paragraph of the speeches 
from the top table all the members stood up 
and clapped with maximum enthusiasm. This 
really antagonised the members of rent-a-mob 
and, of course, the chairs flew and the rioters 
were dealt with by the police. The speech by 
yourself (John Tyndall) was then listened to 
in a far more subdued way by the mob and 
when question-time came they even told 
their fellow hecklers to shut up. 

What really affected me was the way we 
were able to establish moral superiority over 
them, because we knew we were right and — 
the most important point — so did a good 


proportion of them. When the national 
anthem was sung I can only say that, although 
I had fully believed in and supported all the 
views of the BNP before I walked into the 
hall, something else was added which made 
my beliefs stronger and more resolute. 
I remain your obedient servant. 
D.G. EVANS 
Leicester 


SIR: Much praise to Stanley Clayton-Garnett 
for his article “The Multi-Coloured Band- 
wagon”. It is interesting to take a look at this 
character. Lord Swann, who chaired the 
investigation. Anthony Charles Christopher 
Swann, born 29th June 1913, and third 
baronet, is the grandson of the Rt. Hon. 
Charles Ernest Schwann, first baronet, MP 
for Manchester 1886—1918. He was created 
a baronet on 16th July 1906 and sworn as a 
Privy Councillor of Great Britain in 1911. 
Sir Charles assumed by royal licence on 11th 
December 1913 the surname Swann for his 
issue and successors. When one looks into 
Debrett’s and Burke’s Peerages one will find 
the names of many German and Russian Jews 
who have been elevated to the peerage. I 
wonder why the Rt. Hon. Anthony Wedge- 
wood Benn is so coy about excluding his 


noble forebears from Debrett’s and Burke’s? 


Capt. K.R. McKILLIAM 
Lympne, Kent 


SIR: We are always hearing about the forlorn 
and neglected state of Britain’s infrastructure: 
sewers crumbling away, roads breaking up, 
schools and houses close to collapse, text- 
books in very short supply. The Government 
steadfastly refuses to remedy this sorry state 
of affairs on the grounds of lack of cash. 
Imagine my fury, therefore, to read the 
other day that the prime purpose of Mrs 
Thatcher’s recent visit to Ceylon was to open 
a dam paid for entirely by the British tax- 
payer. 
The dam has cost us £113 million! 
H.S. HALL 
Bury St Edmonds, Suffolk 
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THE BIOLOGY OF THE RACE PROBLEM (Prof. 
W. C. George) £1.00 (22p). The race equality hoax 
destroyed by an academic expert. 70pp. 


THE CAMP OF THE SAINTS (Jean Raspail) £2.40 
(59p). A sensational novel about the destruction of 
the white world by Asian immigrant invasion. 
1973, 311pp. 


DID SIX MILLION REALLY DIE? (Richard 
Harwood) 50p (13p). The fact-filled pamphlet that 
refutes the Holocaust legends and evoked Zionist 
frenzy. 28pp. 


THE HOAX OF THE TWENTIETH CENTURY 
(Prof. A. R. Butz) £2.40 (S9p). A scientist applies 
clinical methods to an investigation of the ‘Holo- 
caust" and completely dissects the myth. 2nd ed. 
1977, 315pp. 


THE MONEY BOMB (James Gibb Stuart) £3.95 
(34p). Discusses the failure of our debt-based 
financial system and describes its role in creating 
inflation. 1983, 158pp. 


THE NEW UNHAPPY LORDS (A. K. Chesterton) 
Hardback £3.00 (52p); Paperback (limited supply) 
£1.50 (46p). An exposure of the financial power 
that seeks to dragoon mankind into a global police 
state. 1972, 255 pp. 


RACE, INTELLIGENCE AND EDUCATION. 30p 
(13p). A reply to the notorious NUT racemixing 
booklet, packed with facts and cogent argument. 
1979, 20pp. 


RACE AND POLITICS (H. B. Isherwood) 30p 
(13p). Shows that a sense of racial identity is an 
essential element of nationhood. 1974, 36pp. 


RELIGION AND THE RACIAL CONTROVERSY 
(H. B. Isherwood) 30p (13p). Shows that racial 
integration is not ordained by Christianity and that 
the reverse is true. 1970, 16pp. 


THE LEMMING FOLK (James Stuart Gibb) £7.95 
(66p). A witty and factual examination of current 
attitudes and intellectual fashions that are threaten- 
ing our future. 1980, 246pp. 


THE GRAND DESIGN (Douglas Reed) £1.50 
(18p). A ‘behind the scenes’ look at modern world 
history. 1977, 45pp. 


THE DISPOSSESSED MAJORITY (Wilmot Robert- 
son) £7.50 (£1.72p). This book has attracted world- 
wide attention dealing as it does with racial prob- 
lems in America and not simply the black-white 
situation. 2nd ed. 1981, 613pp. 7 


RACE AND REALITY (Carleton Putnam) £4.00 
(40p). A companion volume and supplement to 
Race and reason, showing how the truth about the 
race issue has been suppressed by interested parties. 
1967 (rep. 1977), 192pp. 


VENTILATIONS (Wilmot Robertson) £4.50 (34p). 


Here is the latest list of our books. The figures in 
brackets represent packing and postage charges. All 
orders with cash please. Cheques should be made 
out to BNP Book Service. 


The sequel to the same author’s widely-acclaimed 
Dispossessed Majority. Revised ed. 1982, 113pp. 


PEACE STUDIES IN OUR SCHOOLS — PROPA- 
GANDA FOR DEFENCELESSNESS (John Marks) 
£2.95 (40p). An important new book on a major 
current educational scandal — the indoctrination of 
schoolchildren by pacifist and unilateralist edu- 
cationalists. This topical and factual study makes it 
plain that we are not simply confronted with odd 
teachers here and there abusing their positions but 
a whole network of organisations and institutions, 
some publicly-funded, co-ordinating the attack on 
young people’s minds. 1984, 63pp. 


CENSORED HISTORY (Eric Butler) £1.00 (18p). 
An examination of some of the facts of recent 
history that have not found their way into text- 
books and newspapers. 1974, 48pp. 


THE ZIONIST CONNECTION II (Alfred M. Lilien- 
thal) £13.00 (£1.72p). The second edition of a 
sensational exposure of Zionist power politics. 
1982, 904pp. X 


TREASON AT WESTMINSTER (Dr. Kitty Little) 
50p (13p). Text of a memorandum to the Royal 


Commission on Criminal Procedure entitled Jnfil~ 


tration of the Government by members of subver- 
sive or criminal organizations for the purpose of 
furthering the interests of those organizations. 
1979, 24pp. 


A WORLD COUP D’ETAT IS PLANNED (Dr. 
Kitty Little) 50p (13p). Updates the above giving 
details of the destructive effects of treaties foisted 
on Britain. 1984, 16pp. 


FDR — THE OTHER SIDE OF THE COIN (Hamil- 
ton Fish) £5.00 (52p). An exposure of Roosevelt’s 
war guilt and trickery by a former associate. 1976, 
255pp. 


RACE AND REASON (Carleton Putnam) £4.00 
(40p). A plain, unemotional account of the race 
issue that has been an invaluable contribution to 
the debate ever since it was first published. 1961 
(rep. 1977), 125pp. 


STATE SECRETS (Count Leon de Poncins) £3.50 
(59p). A study of some little known state docu- 
ments that throw much light on recent history. 
1975, 191 pp. . 


THE NAMELESS WAR (Capt. A. H. M. Ramsay) 
£2.50 (34p). An outline of the secret history of the 
events leading up to the second world war, including 
information on previous upheavals. The author had 
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the honour of being imprisoned without trial for 

four years during the war despite his status as a 

gure of Parliament. Originally published 1952, 
Pp. 


NATURE’S ETERNAL RELIGION (Ben Klassen) 
£6.70 (98p). A controversial and hard-hitting book 
outlining the author’s ideal of a new religion based 
on the right to survival of the white race. The 
author in presenting his ideas in this matter makes 
it plain who represents the threat to white survival. 
1973, SO8pp. 


THE WHITE MAN’S BIBLE (Ken Klassen) £6.70 
(98p). A companion volume to the same author’s 
Nature’s Eternal Religion in which he expounds his 
concept of creativity as the religion of the white 
race. 1981,451pp. 


We should perhaps make it plain that Ben 
Klassen is strongly critical of the Christian religion 
and the many devout Christians we are glad to 
number among our customers will find much in 
these books with which to disagree. © 


THE GLOBAL MANIPULATORS (Robert Eringer) 
£2.50 (34p). While the author repudiates any con- 
spiratorial view of world events, he still provides a 
comprehensive exposure of the organisation and 
influence of the Bilderberg Group and the Trilateral 


Commission. 1980, 95pp. 


THE CONTROVERSY OF ZION (Douglas Reed) 
£9.00 (£1.33p). A best-seller in nationalist circles 
ever since its publication. A study of Jewish-Gentile 
relations since Biblical times, packed with little- 


„known and long suppressed facts. 1979, 580pp. 


THE SIX MILLION RECONSIDERED (W. Grim- 
stad) £2.50 (66p). Examines not only the ‘Holo- 
caust' but other topics involved in the Jewish 
question including the exploitation of the ‘anti- 
Semite’ smear. 1977, 170pp. 


NUREMBERG AND OTHER WAR CRIMES 
TRIALS: A NEW LOOK (Richard Harwood) 75p 
(34p). A scholarly exposure of this cynical travesty 
of justice. 1978, 68pp. 


RACIAL KINSHIP (H. B. Isherwood) 30p (13p). 
Shows that a sense of racial identity is an essential 
element of nationhood. 1974, 36pp. 


ARCHITECTS OF CONSPIRACY (William P. Hoar) 
£15.00 (£1.33p). One of the most serious and 
detailed accounts of financial manipulation ever 
published. From the time of the American Revo- 
lution to the present, we are given names, dates 
and facts. The material originally appeared in the 
journal American Opinion. 1984, 361pp. 


THE TURNER DIARIES (Andrew Macdonald): 
£3.50 (34p). A powerful novel describing the fight- 
back of the white man in America. A futuristic 
fantasy that might not be so fantastic after all. 
1980, 211pp. 


OTHER PUBLICITY MATERIAL 


B.N.P. STATEMENT OF POLICY 


Newly published document which gives an 
up-to-date brief resume of the main political objec- 
tives of the British National Party. 23p post-free 
from: PO Box 115, Hove, E. Sussex BN3 3SB. 


B.N.P. ELECTION MANIFESTO 1983 


Booklet outlining the policies on which the 
British National Party fought 54 seats in the 
General Election of 1983. Entitled Vote for Britain 
(23pp). 43p post-free from: PO Box 115, Hove, 
E. Sussex BN3 3SB. 


BRITISH NATIONALIST 


4-page tabloid newspaper published monthly 
on behalf of the British National Party with up-to- 
date news and views on current events. Subscrip- 
tion for 12 issyes £3.40. Bulk rates available on 
request. Sample copy 25p post-free from: PO Box 
446, London SE23 2LS. 


YOUNG NATIONALIST m 
Ouarterly newssheet published on behalf of 


‘the Young Nationalists, youth section of the. 
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British National Party. 4 pages. Sample copy 20p 
post-free from: PO Box 446, London SE23 2L 5. 


THE THUNDERBOLT 


Hard hitting monthly paper for American and ~ 


other white race patriots. Sample copy for £1 from: 
PO Box 1211, Marietta, Ga. 30061, U.S.A. 


NATIONAL REVIEW 


Magazine published by the League of St. 
George. Subscription for 6 issues £5 or US$12 over- 
seas surface mail. Sample copy 70p post-free from: 
9/11 Kensington High Street, London W8 SNP. 


POSTER 


Wall poster opposing unemployment attrac- 
tively printed in two colours by Liverpool British 
National Party. 8p each for quantities up to 49, 7p 
each for 50-99 and 6p for 100 or over. Sample 
copy 21p from Liverpool BNP, PO Box 72, Liver- 
pool L69 8AJ. 


LEAFLETS | 
(1) FED UP WITH THE PARTY POLITICIANS? 


Reprint of a popular old Nationalist leaflet, 
brought up-to-date. Deals with BNP policies 
on the main national issues. 


IF ONLY WE WERE BLACK... Leaflet pro- 
duced by the Young Nationalists, the BNP 
youth division, and aimed primarily at Britain’s 
young people. Contrasts the way young Whites 
have been left on the scrapheap with the 
specially favoured treatment given to Britain’s 
coloured racial minorities. 


HAVE YOU BEEN THROWN ON THE 
SCRAPHEAP BY FOREIGN IMPORTS? This 
leaflet deals with unemployment and explains 
in simple terms how millions of British jobs 
are being destroyed by the international free- 
trade policies. of successive governments. A 
brief, concise argument for economic nation- 
alism. 


VIOLENT CRIME IN BRITAIN — THE 
HORRIF YING TRUTH. Deals with muggings, 
rape and other violent attacks on defenceless 
people, giving examples of specific cases. Calls 
for much tougher treatment of violent 
criminals by the law. 


(2) 


(3) 


(4) 


(5) ARE YOU CONCERNED ABOUT SCOT- 
LAND’S FUTURE? Leaflet specifically pro- 
duced for distribution in.Scotland. Outlines 
BNP policy on main issues of interest to Scots. 


BRADFORD’S FUTURE: PART OF YORK- 
SHIRE OR PART OF ASIA? Special leaflet 
for distribution in the racially troubled Brad- 
ford area. 

These leaflets cost £4.50 per thousand, with 
postage costs at £2.10 per thousand; £2.65 for 
2,000 and £3.10 for 3,000. Orders with cash should 
be sent to: PO Box 446, London SE23 2LS. 


(6) 


T-SHIRTS 


Attractively designed featuring a white man, 
woman and child with a Union Jack flag in the 
background and the words: “British National Party 
fights for race and nation against Communism.” 
Available at £4 plus 29p postage from Glasgow 
BNP, PO Box 85, Glasgow G3 8UL. 


B.N.P. PENS 


Pens bearing the slogan: “British National 
Party — for race and nation” produced by Liver- 
pool BNP. Sample for 33p post-free from: PO Box 
72, Liverpool L69 8AJ. Discounts for quantities. 


BADGES 


British National Party badges available for 
£1.25 post-free from: PO Box 457, London 
SE20 7QE. 


SHIELD 


Attractively designed British National Party 
shield carved in wood and containing two crossed 
Union Jacks with the words: “British National 
Party — for race and nation.” Ideal for your mantle- 
piece or wall. Available at £15 post-free from 
Plymouth BNP, 44 Patterdale Close, Estover, 
Plymouth, Devon. 


B.N P. DIARIES 


1985 diaries, also produced by Liverpool BNP. 
Available at 50p each or 40p for 10 or over (post- 
free) from PO Box 72, Liverpool L69 8AJ. 


B.N P. TIES 


Smart navy blue polyester necktie bearing the 
BNP roundel set over crossed Union Jacks and 
encircled by the party name and the slogan: “For 
race and nation.” Available at £4.60 post-free from: 
Norwich BNP, c/o A9 Johnson Place, Norwich, 
Norfolk NR2 25A. . ; 


CASSETTES © | 

RALLY "82 ' 
Speeches from the BNP national rally in London 
on October 16th 1982, the theme of which was 
‘Unite and fight for Britain's future!’ 


Side 1: Includes speech by Charles Parker; 
Side 2: Speech by John Tyndall. 


VOICES OF NATIONALISM 


Side 1: Recordings of speeches from the Nation- 
alist Unity rally in London on September 5th 1981. 
Hear John Tyndall, Kenneth McKilliam, Len Bears- 
ford Walker and others. Side 2: Talk by John 
Tyndall on ‘The coming British Revolution’. 


TYNDALL SPEAKS I 

Side 1: Talk on ‘Our Anglo-Saxon heritage’ (about 
the world-wide dispersal of the peoples of British 
stock); Side 2: Talk on ‘Britain’s economic crisis’. 


TYNDALL SPEAKS II | 
Side 1: Talk on “The case for Nationalism" (the 


„internationalist argument demolished); Side 2: Talk 


on “Tragedy of the 20th Century" (analysis of the 
results of the Second World War). 

Available at £3.50 each plus 1 8p postage from: 
BNP Recordings, PO Box 115, Hove, E. Sussex 
BN3 3SB. 


HELP US GET TYPESETTER! 


A terrific opportunity has just come our way which we are determined not to miss. We have been offered a typesetting 
machine — something we have dreamed about getting for years but have not been able to obtain. This machine is now ours — if 


we can raise the money to pay for it! 


The machine will immensely help our printing operations. It will reduce our typesetting costs. It will make us more self- 
sufficient. It will lighten the work burden on those involved in production, as it contains many modern features which speed up 
and simplify the work. In addition to setting the type, it will also set smaller headings, which again will reduce costs and cut 
down on the time spent preparing these then sending them to, and collecting them from, our professional typesetters. 

And not only will Spearhead be assisted, so also will the British National Party and its tabloid paper British Nationalist. We 
can set half the type and all of the smaller headings for BN, and when we have the extra personnel available to operate the 


machine ALL such work can be done at our end, rendering us completely independent of outside services. 


And of course we will be able to set all BNP leaflets, bulletins, booklets and other publicity material! 
To obtain this equipment we need to raise £1,700. £1,500 covers the cost of the typesetting machine and a further £200 is 
needed to obtain a developer to go with it whereby the type, which is done by photosetting process, can be completed as a 


finished job. 


As those from whom we are buying the equipment cannot wait until we have raised the money, we have taken the plunge © 
and obtained the equipment with the aid of a loan. We MUST pay the loan back in a fairly short time — otherwise we will have 
to sell the equipment to meet our repayment obligations. The loan carries interest but we will meet this out of economies made 
in typesetting expenses. We just need to repay the principal sum, £1,700. 

So that we can keep this wonderful acquisition and put it to work to advance the cause, we appeal to our readers to send 
in donations NOW to cover the cost and enable us to repay the loan quickly. Please send your contributions to: Spearhead, 


52 Westbourne Villas, Hove, Sussex. 


And please do not forget our usual appeal fund. We still need to raise money through this fund to keep going. The typesetter 
fund does not replace the ordinary fund; it is an addition to it! Please keep contributing generously, as you have in the past! 


LIMP-WRISTED CHARLIE 


HAS PRINCE CHARLES joined the limp- 
wrist brigade? From the picture on the left 
some people might be forgiven from think- 
ing so. In fact this pose was just one of the 
silly, prancing movements that HRH went 
through when trying his hand at ‘break- 
dancing when visiting a seven-day ‘work- 


shop’ for unemployed youths at Middleton- , 


on-Sea, Sussex, recently. A large portion 
of the youths present — no doubt to the 
delight of the Prince — were black, and of 
course had managed to establish their cul- 
tural customs as the norm at the workshop. 
Pictures in several papers showed His High- 
ness trying to out-black the Blacks as he 
leapt and writhed around the dance floor in 
an attempt to copy the rhythms they had 


LIMP-WRISTED CHARLIE (LEFT) 


introduced. The one we see here is an 
example. 

On a more serious note, when is some- 
one among his advisors going to tell the 
Prince that public antics of this kind are 
unbecoming of the Heir to the Throne of a 
great nation whose culture is European? 


SORRY! 


BNP RECORDINGS apologises to customers 
for the fact that there has recently been a 
hold-up in the dispatch of tapes in response 
to orders. Normal service will be resumed 
shortly. 


New British National Party self-adhesive 
stickers — send 20p for samples and prices 
to: RL. Heaton, AQ: Johnson... Place, 
Norwich, Norfolk NR2 25A. 
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Excellent ra 
in Plymouth 


PLYMOUTH 
BNP supporters (left foreground) confront the opposition. ` 
The flag on the right tells its own story. 


THE BIG SUCCESS of last month was the BNP 
- rally in Plymouth, which went ahead despite 
frantic efforts to stop it by the party’s opponents 
in the South West of England, and which again, as 
in the case of the party’s previous rallies in Bradford 


~ and Leicester (and the rally-that-wasn’t in Liverpool) 


; won huge publicity. 
3 _ Congratulations must go out to local officials, 


OBITUARY 
PHILIP BAKER 


We have, a little belatedly, heard of 
the death of Philip Baker, former Reading 
Organiser of the British National Party. Mr. 
Baker had been an active Nationalist for 
many years and had done more to promote 
the cause of Nationalism in the Reading 
area than any other person. Last year he 
informed BNP Headguarters that he would 
have to resign his Organiser’s post and drop 
out of party activiťy for reasons of declin- 
ing health. It was never. suspected, how- 
ever, that at the time he had not long to 
live. We heard about his death some months 
after it occurred from a local member. 

Philip Baker was a loyal Nationalist who 
will be sorely missed. The movement is 
indebted to him for the work he put in in 
his locality. Spearhead readers will of 
course also remember him for the sensible 
and constructive letters he often contributed 
to our correspondence page. 

Philip Baker was single and, so far as 
we know, left no dependants. He did have 
many good friends, however, and his going 
will be widely regretted. 
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in particular Len and David Bearsford Walker, for 
their highly skilled handling and promotion of the 
event. Right up to the very last moment they kept 
everyone, including the opposition, guessing as to 
the location of the rally. This ensured that the 
booking of the hall in which it took place was not 
cancelled. This guessing game and the threats of 
the opposition to stop the rally created big local 
interest and the party and rally were constantly 
mentioned in the local press and over radio during 
the preceding fortnight, with interviews granted to 


‘Len Bearsford Walker and later to John Tyndall 


the day before the rally was due. 
A large attendance by party members was not 


. expected as the South West is somewhat isolated 


and activists from other areas had been busy 
travelling to other rallies in the recent past. Never- 
theless a good turn-out on the day by the party 
faithful — plus much interest from other quarters 
— ensured a lively meeting. Eventually a scruffy 
raggle-taggle of leftists appeared at the venue, to 
which they had been directed from a rendezvous 
point in the city. About 25 of them were allowed 
into the meeting and informed that they would 
have the chance to put their objections at question 
time and would be listened to courteously provided 
they made no attempt to disrupt the meeting. This 
prospect did not interest them very much and 
immediately the meeting began, with John Tyndall 
as the speaker, they started trying to drown the 
proceedings. with their shouting and generally oafish 


‘benayiour. > * 


The BNP stewards níoved-in guickly and indi- 
cated firmly to the mob that further misbehavriour 
would not be tolerated. This had a sobering effect 
for a time and Mr. Tyndall’s speech continued with 
sporadic heckling, which he easily turned to his" 
own advantage in making the hecklers look foolish. 
Eventually they grew frustrated and the noisiest 
among them, a tall and thin youth with a red jersey 
who seemed as if he was high on drugs, made his 
own intelligent and articulate contribution to the 
proceedings by wandering up the top of the hall 


"where the speakers’ table was situated and throwing 


away a cigarette end into a bowl containing a plant 
next to the table. As this individual had been given 
numerous warnings already, David Bearsford 
Walker, who was Chairman, seized him and marched 
him to the bottom of the hall, where he was inter- 
cepted by stewards and promptly thrown out. His 
‘comrades’ then made their final attempt to wreck 
the meeting by causing a disturbance but they were 
easily dealt with by the BNP stewards, who ejected 
them with admirable efficiency within less than 2 
minutes and without any help from the police, 
who had remained outside. The meeting then pro- 
ceeded to a peaceful conclusion. 

Later on in the evening BNP members enjoyed 
an excellent informal social at the Bearsford Walker 
home, where Mrs. Christine Bearsford Walker laid 
on a magnificent buffet which was warmly appreci- 
ated by all. Among those in attendance was Caroline 
Cullingford, wife of Cornwall Organiser David 
Cullingford, who only just afterwards gave birth to 
a baby girl. Congratulations, David and Caroline! 
And congratulations, Chris, for the terrific spread, 
which you must have worked extremely hard to 
prepare! 

Afterwards the day’s events won more big 
publicity locally and in addition made the Daily 
Express on the following Monday! A thoroughly 
worthwhile day’s activity in Plymouth, and thanks 
to all who contributed! 


Front wrecks unity bid 


SPEARHEAD magazine, in collaboration 
with London units of the British National 
Party, promoted and organised a meeting on 
May 17th devoted to the furtherance of 
Nationalist unity in Britain. As a gesture of 
good intent in this regard, an invitation to 
speak was sent to Mr. Ian Anderson, present 
Chairman of the National Front, which is 
the main Nationalist organisation in Britain 
apart from the BNP. In the meantime, to 
promote maximum interest in the meeting it 
was advertised in both Spearhead and British 
Nationalist. 

The meeting was booked to be held in a 
hall in North London that in the past has 
regularly been used by the BNP for meetings 
without any interference on the part of left- 
wing opposition, but as a precaution advertise- 
ments for the meeting directed people to an 
assembly point from which it was arranged 
party officials would redirect them to the 
final meeting place. 

In reply to the invitation to speak, Mr. 
Anderson of the NF contacted the BNP and 
put to officials of the latter party certain 
conditions required for his appearance at the 
meeting. One of these was that the NF should 
be granted the facility to display and sell its 
literature at the meeting. This was thought 
to be something of a presumptuous request 
but in a desire to build bridges between 
Nationalists and not give the would-be guests 
reasons for refusing the invitation it was 
granted. Another condition made was that in 
the event of anything being said by BNP 
speakers, in particular party Chairman John 
Tyndall, which reflected adversely on the 
NF Mr. Anderson would have the facility to 
reply. This was readily agreed to as a rule 
which would operate both ways at the 
meeting and Mr. Anderson was told that the 
question time that would follow the speeches 
would provide any such facilities sought after. 

Mr. Anderson then made yet a further 
condition of his appearance and this was 
that he be granted the right to speak after 
Mr. Tyndall. So far as the BNP were con- 
cerned, this was a condition that could not 
be met. It was pointed out to Mr. Anderson 
that Spearhead magazine and the BNP were 
organising the meeting and that he would be 
appearing at it as a guest. It was not con- 
sidered that, as a guest, he had a right to 
determine the order of the agenda of speakers. 
It was affirmed again that he would have the 
right of reply to criticisms in the course of 
question time, as would other speakers. 
Finally he was told that in the event of BNP 


speakers being guests at National Front. 


meetings the BNP would not presume to 
dictate to the NF over the order in which 
speakers would appear. 

Mr. Anderson was not satisfied with this 
and he declined to appear at the meeting. 

Notwithstanding this refusal, it was 
hoped that other NF members would come 
to the meeting and it was intended to give 
any NF speakers who turned up the oppor- 
tunity to address the meeting if they so 
wished. | 

The organisers of the meeting then met 


a setback. Only one day before it was 
scheduled to take place North London BNP 
Organiser David Bruce was telephoned by a 
representative of the owners of the hall and 
told that the booking had been cancelled. 
Apparently on that day they had received a 
copy of Spearhead in the post drawing their 
attention to the advert for the meeting. This 
panicked them and they immediately with- 
drew the booking. | 
It was very strange that Spearhead was 
sent to the owners at that stage, since it had 
been in circulation for some two weeks 
before the scheduled date of the meeting. It 
is known that some political opponents place 
themselves.on the Spearhead subscribers’ list 
in order to monitor the progress and activities 
of the BNP. Subscribers would in fact have 
received their copies during the first week in 
May and at least seven days before the copy 
would have been posted which was sent to 
the owners of the hall. It will almost certainly 
never be known who sent that copy but the 
question must be asked: who might have 
wanted to disrupt the meeting? If it was the 
left-wing opposition, why did one of them 
not send the copy of Spearhead to the 
owners of the hall a week earlier so as to give 
more time for agitation to be organised 
against the booking of the hall? And why 
would the left want especially to sabotage 
this meeting having never previously shown 
any interest in BNP meetings in the same hall? 
An: alternative meeting location was 
hastily booked under an alias name and 
people arriving at the assembly point were 
directed to that location. Very shortly after 
the meeting began, however, the manager of 
the premises, which was above a public 
house, informed the organisers of the meeting 
that their identity had been revealed and 
that everyone would have to vacate the hall. 
At this late stage there was no time to obtain 
alternative indoor premises and organisers 
immediately looked for an open-air site 
nearby. Eventually one was found but only 
after considerable time had been wasted, and 
when the meeting finally resumed the 
agenda had to be severely curtailed. : 
The BNP speakers due to appear, John 
Tyndall, Stanley Clayton-Garnett and David 
Bruce, had previously agreed between them- 
selves to exclude from their speeches any 
derogatory comments about the National 
Front or individuals within it and to restrict 
what they had to say to positive points in 
favour of Nationalist unity. This rule was 
adhered to by all the speakers in question. 
When question time came this spirit was 
not reciprocated by National Front represen- 


Chairman of the National Front. 


NATIONAL FRONT speakers had every intention of addressing this meeting and arrangements" 
were made between both Mr. Edmonds and Mr. Clayton-Garnett of the B.N.P. and Mr Anderson, 


However John Tyndall vetoed these errangements and refused to make his position clear with 
regard to Nationalist Unity. His article cn the NF in January’s Spearhead illustrates his complete 


tatives present, and one of them in particular 
— a member of the NF Directorate, Roger 
Denny — launched into a bitter tirade against 
the BNP in general and John Tyndall in 
particular. This was, to say the least, dis- 
appointing to all those who had come to the 
meeting hoping for some constructive steps 
to be there taken in the direction of bringing 
warring Nationalists together. As the meeting 
then drew to its close NF members set about 
handing out literature packs to ‘others 
present in accordance with the concession 
that had been agreed to previously. In retro- 
spect it must now be recognised that this 
concession, made with the best of intent, 
was a mistake, for the literature in question 
included a circular comprising a vitriolic ` 
attack on the BNP and its leadership together 
with a leaflet which accused John Tyndall of 
having ‘vetoed’ the arrangements for the 
joint meeting but without any mention of 
his reasons for doing so, which was the 
demand over order of speakers made by Mr. 
Anderson referred to earlier in this report. 
The impression was deliberately and mis- 
leadingly given that Mr. Tyndall and the © 
BNP had sabotaged the meeting asa common 
forum for Nationalists, whereas in fact that 
responsibility lay firmly with the Front. 

It cannot be claimed that the meeting 
was a success, but at least one valuable 


lesson has been learned from it. Unity 


among British Nationalists must and will 
remain an aim both of our magazine and our. 
party but there are certain avenues that it 
was hoped would lead towards that aim which 
we now know firmly to be dead ends and 
which we will not waste any more time 
attempting to negotiate in the future. 7 

From now on our firm resolve will be to 
work single-mindedly to build up the British 
National Party and not to dissipate ourselves 
any further in efforts to come to an accom- 
modation with people who quite clearly 
have no interest in the true cause of Nation- 
alism but just want to strut around as mini- 
bosses of mini-gangs. 

We do not in saying this claim that 
those who came to the meeting on May 17th 
so obviously filled with poisonous intent are 
representative of the National Front as a. 
whole, but the fact is that their attitude and 
behaviour are liable to be taken by many as 
representing the NF for as long as the better 
elements in that party tolerate them and 
continue to work alongside them. It is all a 
tragic pity — that our race and nation in this 


-= hour of such dire need should have to look 


to such people posing as the champions of a 
patriotic resurgence. | 


| Distorting the truth: part of the NF leaflet 
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@ 


KOSHER QUEEN OF BRITAIN. 


(Contd. from page 9) 


„rulers control, you can market a placebo as a 


panacea, a screeching and cavorting imbecile 
as a popular musician, and a shallow, platitu- 
dinous siren as an ‘Iron Lady’ of idealistic 
national purpose. In goes a nonentity and 
out comes a celebrity. In goes a sinner and 
out comes a saint. It is not what you are but 
what they make of you in the box of tricks 
which counts. ‘Democracy’ today is in 
reality government of the people by and for 
the people behind the television box, which 


is why all the talk of an Aryan resurgence 


short of capturing or destroying this contri- 
vance which has captivated the public mind 
is idle chatter. 

How did it all happen in detail in the case 


of our Maggie of the British political soap 


opera performing daily to peak audiences? A 
book, Sources close to the Prime Minister, 
by Messrs. M. Cockerell, P. Hennessy and 
D. Walker, has lifted the lid a little. Maggie 
early on came to realise that, if she was 
going to top the bill, hit the big time, and 
become the leading lady of British politics, 
she had to put herself across effectively 
through the magic box. She took on one of 
its wizards, renowned for manufacturing 
celebrities out of nonentities, as her full- 
time image-maker. This Gordon Reece got to 
work on her: her hair, face, clothes, voice, 
gestures, situations (namely the arrangement 
of "controlled walkabout situations’’ where 
she was filmed talking to "ordinary people“ 
and doing vote-fetching things). He employed 
a pack of assistant advisers, used all the 
latest techniques, and commissioned private 
polls after each of her broadcasts to check 
the response and devise improvements. With 
him she got the full treatment with the 
result that when the day of the great political 
sale arrived, and her promoters took their 
perfected product to the general election, 
this plasticised personality leapt to the top 
of the political pop-chart, and the Conser- 
vatives won the day. 


PRIZE PRODUCT OF 
SAATCHI 8 SAATCHI 


In all of this popularising of a gentile 
front for Jewry, a major part. was plaved by 
the Jewish brothers, Charles and Maurice 
Saatchi, whose parents came to Britain from 
Iraq after World War II. With all the advan- 


tage both of the mutual assistance of the 
tribal network and the inborn acumen of the 
tribe for buying and selling anything from 
pins to people, they had within 10 years of 
starting up an advertising agency made it the 
leading one in Europe and among the world’s 
top ones with 74 offices across the globe and 
$941 million in gross revenues in 1983. 


Not surprisingly, Margaret Thatcher — 


as would-be Amazon, aspiring to rank along- 
side that other plastic patriot, Winston 
Churchill in the service of Jewry — placed 
herself in the hands of these two masters of 
make-believe. Commented | /nternational 
Management (June, 1984): 
Thatcher’s use of the Saatchis to mastermind 
her election campaign in 1979 marked the 
first selling of a British candidate by a pro- 
fessional advertising agency.“ They similarly 
acted for her in her equally successful general 
election of 1983, the latest to date, even 
designing the Conservative Party’s campaign 
posters. 

In return for their helping to give her 
the premiership, Thatcher, among other 
things, gave these two wise men from the 
East the huge British Airways advertising 
account, which brought them £3.75 million 
profit in 1983. Thus the Sunday Telegraph 
(11.11.84) came to say: ‘‘There is no 
stopping Saatchi and Saatchi, the leading 
British advertising agency.“ 


A PICTURE OF A SELL OUT 


The Saatchis having so powerfully helped 
to put over the synthetic picture of the “Iron 
Lady" successfully to the British populace, it 
is highly appropriate that a new painting of 
Mrs. Thatcher by the artist Hans Haccke, 
recently hung at London“s Tate Gallery, 
should depict this posing Britannia actually 
surrounded by Saatchiana, including porcelain 
plates bearing portraits of the Saatchi 
brothers, and books labelled with the names 


of 47 prominent clients of theirs; this in the 


words of /nternational Management (June, 
1984) showing “Thatcher's dependence on 
the brothers.” 

Recently.Mrs. Thatcher and her govern- 
ment have been giving thought to the ways 
and means of commemorating on May 8th 
of this year the 40th anniversary of what 
they call ‘““VE-Day’’, standing for “Victory 
in Europe." Contemplating the state of 
Britain today under this pernicious woman 
and her kind — the Afro-Asian settlements in 
Our ciites, the decline and degeneracy to be 
seen on every side, a Britain on which the 


"Margaret 


PLASTIC PRODUCT 
The Thatcher personality is an artificial 
package manufactured by Jewish image 
makers Saatchi & Saatchi. 


sun seems to have set (although the baleful 
Star of David still shines brighter in it than 
ever before) one can but conclude that, while. 
her mentors and masters have “sold” her to 
us with such success, she in return has with 
no less success sold us out to them: and that 
thus the ‘victory’ in May 1945 may have been 
one “in Europe” but in its outcome it has 
certainly not been a victory for Europeans; 
and that therefore any candid celebration 
should involve turning towards Tel Aviv in 
obeisance as the Mecca of the world of 
Mammon which it has brought about. 


This is a slightly edited version of an 
article first printed in PERSEVERANCE, 
journal of a Hungarian exiles’ group in 
Australia. This publication can be contacted 
at PO Box 125, Merredin, W.A. 6415, 
Australia. 
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